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FOREWORD 
Project 179 of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station 
"A Study of the Agricultural Resources of Utah and their 
Utilization" - was set up in April 1936 as a state-wide project. 
The object of this project was to measure by areas the basic 
agricultural resources of the state and to translate-the informa-
tion collected into a program of more efficient use. The more 
specific objectives were: (1) classification of agricultural lands 
of Utah according to present and potential productivity and 
use; (2) determination of the net productive area of agricul-
tural lands and water supply now available, or which may be 
developed; and (3) determination of the present use and meth-
ods of achieving utilization of land, water, and other resources 
as they relate to the welfare of the people of the state. 
This project was set up on the basis of a 10-year period, 
or for sufficient time to make a detailed analysis by areas of 
the entire state. The first areas studied under this project 
are Uintah, Duchesne, and Utah Counties. Other area studies 
will be made when the Uinta Basin and Utah County sections 
are completed, the number of such studies depending upon avail-
ability of funds, and cooperation with federal and state agencies. 
This study is divided among 4 departments of the Utah 
Station with a project leader for each particular phase of the 
study. Four project leaders, guided by the director of the 
Station, have constituted the committee in immediate charge of 
the project. The sub-projects are as follows: economic aspects, 
soil and crop aspects, irrigation and drainage aspects, and range 
aspects. 
It is planned to report the findings of each sub-project as 
an individual publication. In addition a summary analysis of 
all divisions, with recommendations, will be published. 
This bulletin is the second pUblication under this project, 
being a contribution of the Agricultural Economics Department. 
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A STUDY OF FARM ORGANIZATION BY TYPES OF 
FARMS IN UINTA BASIN, UTAH! 
By 
George To -Blanch2 
LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA STUDIED 
Location 
The Uinta Basin comprising the counties of Duchesne and 
Uintah is located in northeastern Utah (fig. 1). 
History3 
Prior to the coming of the white man and down to the 
present time the Uinta Basin has been inhabited by .Indians. 
Dominquez and Escalante, Spanish explorers, were the first 
known white men to see the basin when their party passed 
through it in 1776. The next known white visitors were General 
William N. Ashley and his party of trappers who visited the 
basin about 1824. For a number of years thereafter the area 
was used for trapping by representatives of eastern fur com-
panies. On July 1, 1851, Brigham Young, territorial governor 
and ex-officiO! Indian agent, established by proclamation the 
Uinta Basin Reservation as a home for the Indians living in 
that vicinity. In 1861 and again in 1864 the federal governm~nt 
confirmed Brigham Young's proclamation and entered into a 
treaty with the Indians by which they ceded to the government 
all lands except the reservation which comprised only a part of 
the entire basin area. In return the Indians were to receive 
certain cash annuities for a period of years and other benefits in 
the way of clearing and improving land and building houses. 
A trading post was operated by white men as early as 
1826. Other than the operators of the trading post, the first 
wfiite homesteader was an ex-Indian agent who took up a home-
stead in Ashley Valley in 1873. Before this time, in 1861, a 
party had visited the basin at the request of Brigham Young 
and explored it with the object of determining its suitability 
for colonization. They reported it as being too dry and. cold for 
I-Contribution of the Department of Agricultural Ec:onomi s, Utah Agri -
cultural Experiment Station. 
2-Research associate professor of agricultural economics. 
3-Data p ertaining to the early history of the b asin taken largely from 
"History of the Duchesne Stake of Zion" now in t h e Roosevelt Stake office 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of L atter -day Saints a t Roosevelt, Utah. 
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Fig. 1 - Location of the Uinta Bailin. 
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farming, and fit only fQr grazing. Between 1873 and 1880 a 
number Qf livestock men IQcated in Ashley Valley and in 1878 
the present tQwn Qf Jensen was settled by MQrmQn cQIQnists. 
Uintah Co.unty was Qrganized March 3, 1880. 
MQst Qf Duchesne CQunty and the western part Qf Uintah 
CQunty as they nQW exist were a part Qf the Indian ReservatiQn 
in which white settlers were nQt permitted. In and just priQr to. 
1905 individual land allQtments. were made to. the Indians and 
SQme Qther lands were set aside as Indian grazing' reserves. 
The balance Qf the reservatiQn was then Qpened to. settlement 
by white hQmesteaders. Altho.ugh there existed SQme dQubt as 
to. the suitability Qf the SQil and the climate and the adequacy 
Qf the water supply fQr cultivated agriculture, hundreds Qf 
hQmesteaders obtained farms Qf 160 acres each. The land was 
disposed Qf by means Qf allQtment drawings, with the result 
that many Qf the hQmesteads were taken up within three Qr 
fQur years after the Qpening. This quick settling Qf a new area 
resulted in intense activity and "boom times" fQr a shQrt 
while. Land had to. be cleared and hQuses, canals, rQads, public 
buildings, and service facilities cQnstructed immediately. Du-
chesne CQunty was Qrganized frQm part Qf Wasatch CQunty in 
1914. In 1917 an additio.n was made frQm Uintah CQunty. 
The building Qf canals to. CQnvey water to. all Qf the land 
Qn the reservatiQn Qperated by bQth Indians and whites was a 
big task and Qne that CQuld nQt be cQmpleted in a shQrt time. It 
was also. expensive but it prQved helpful to. many settlers, as 
it was practically the Qnly emplQyment available and furnished 
a cash incQme to. many. CQnsiderably mQre than a milliQn 
dQllars was expended in cQnstructing canals. In spite o.f this 
SQurce Qf help to. the settlers, the peQple suffered because Qf 
poverty as attested by minutes of meetings Qf the Duchesne 
Stake o.f the Church o.f Jesus Christ Qf Latter-Day Saints which 
cQntained repeated references to. the PQverty Qf the peQple. 
As the lands included in the individual Indian allQtments 
were nQt cQntiguQus and the white hQmesteaders settled amQng 
them, a very cQmplex land-Qwnership pattern resulted. This 
was further accentuated by the sale Qf Indian allotments to. 
white peQple. These sales amQunted to. nearly 24,000 acres4 
and also. included "Indian" Qr priQr water rights. 
Topography 
The nQrthern rim Qf the Uinta Basin is the Uinta MQun-
tains in which peaks rise to. heights Qf mQre than 13,000 feet. 
The western rim is the Wasatch MQuntains, and Qn the SQuth 
; 
4- Data f r om C. C. W r ight, superin tenden t of Uinta-Oura y India n Rese rvation. 
8 BULLETIN 285 
the Tavaputs Plateau forms the boundary. On the east the 
basin extends a short distance into Colorado where it is bounded 
by ranges of the Rocky Mountains. The elevation of the central 
portion is about 5,000 feet. From the center the surface slopes 
more or less gradually upward to the rim of the basin on all 
sides. Within the basin the surface is broken frequently by 
stream channels and depressions caused by erosion. Much of 
the farming land of Duchesne County is located on these result-
ant plateaus or bench-like areas. Although some of these are 
quite large in area, much of the farming land is badly scattered 
and broken into small patches of irregular shapes. 
The basin is part of the Colorado River drainage system. 
The Green River, one of the main tributaries of the Colorado, 
enters the basin through deep gorges on the northeast and 
leaves through deep channels on the south. The basin is drained 
largely by tributaries of the Green River which head in the 
Uinta Mountains to the north and cross the basin. These 
streams also provide water for irrigation purposes. 
Climate 5 
The average annual precipitation on the basin floor is 
about eight inches, however, it varies some, in different parts 
(table 1). On the high watersheds the average precipitation 
is probably from two to three times that on the valley floor 
where the total precipitation is distributed fairly uniformly 
throughout the year with June being the driest month and Sep-
tember the wettest. On the high watersheds most of the pre-
cipitation occurs from October to April. 
Table 1 - Average annual precipitation in Uinta Basin 
Item Duches n e 
N u mber o f years recorded .. ...................... 28 
Average a n nual precipi tation 
(inch es) ...... ............. ...... ..... .. ...... .......... .. 9. 43 
S tandard d eviatio n (in ch es) .. ............ ... . 1.68 
Ft. Duches ne 
42 
6.74 
2.14 
Vernal 
32 
8.69 
2.3 9 
At Fort Duchesne the average growing season for 28 years 
was 107.7 days while at Vernal the average of 25 years was 
114.2 days. The variation from one year to another, however, 
is such that the safe growing season at Fort Duchesne is only 
84.3 days and at Vernal 81.3 days.6 The short growing season 
limits the kind of crops that can be grown successfully to for-
age, grains, truck crops, and the hardier fruits. 
5-Based o n records of U . S. W eather Bureau . 
6-0n t h e averag e 4 o u t of 5 years w ill h ave a grov. in g season at least as 
long as th e s a f e growin g' seas on. 
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Soils 
The arable land of the Uinta Basin is scattered and very 
patchy. The quality of the soils varies widely. Extensive areas 
of shallow rocky soils have been brought under cultivation. 
Fig 2 - IJocntion of l)rinc lpnl to~vns, ronds , s trenU18, nnd clns ses of lund 
in Ulntn Bnsln. 
Relatively large areas are poorly drained, saline, and infertile. 
Because of the prevalence of shallow soil, the presence of stone, 
gravel, alkali, the unfavorable position, or surface topography, 
only a small portion of the area is, first class land.7 
Irrigation Waler 
The precipitation in the Uinta Basin is so light that crops 
cannot be grown successfully without irrigation. Furthermore 
the supply of water for irrigation except for a few areas is 
inadequate for the land under cultivation. This problem is 
intensified for many farmers because of the fact that when the 
7-From unpublished d ata of the D ept. of A gronomy a nd Soils. U tah A g r. 
Exp. Sta. 
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reservation area was opened to white settlement the United 
States Government, Bureau of Indian Affairs held a prior right 
to the irrigation water serving Indian lands. However, a con-
siderable number of white farmers have acquired prior or 
Indian water rights by the purchase of allotted Indian land. 
Some of the lands best adapted to cultivation by reason of quality 
of soil receive little water whereas other lands, much poorer 
in quality had a fairly adequate supply. This results in a 
considerable loss to the inhabitants of the area. 
Most of the water supply has its source in high elevations 
of the Uinta Mountains. Some storage reservoirs have been 
constructed but most of the farmers are dependent upon the 
natural flow of the streams. In general, storage is difficult 
and expensive. 
Transportation 
Geographically the Uinta Basin is isolated from the rest of 
the state. Two main highways, the transcontinental Victory 
Highway, U. S. 40, which connects the area with Salt Lake 
City on the west and Denver on the east, and a state highway 
extending from Duchesne to Castle Dale, are the main con-
necting links with the outside. The other roads are mostly 
of dir t and are usually impassable during wet weather. 
Markets 
Most of the produce exported from the Uinta Basin is 
sent by truck to Salt Lake City. Smaller amounts are sent to 
Price and Heber. From the Ashley Valley considerable quantities 
of livestock and wool are trucked to the railroad at Craig, 
Colorado, and some livestock go to Green River , Wyoming, from 
which points they are shipped east. Livestock, including sheep, 
lambs, beef, and horses; livestock products consisting of wool, 
butterfat, and honey; and alfalfa seed constitute the chief 
products that are marketed. During some years small amounts 
of wheat and hay are sent out although in the basin as a whole 
there is a shortage of livestock feed and relatively large 
quantities of wheat products are imported. 
Timber Resources and UtilizationS 
On 1,204,830 acres of national forest in Uinta Basin, of 
which 67 percent is timbered, is a timber supply of 1,334,839 
M board feet. A 50-year cutting plan to put the timber on a 
sustained-yield basis would make available annually one-fif tieth 
of the total or 25,400 M. This timber consists largely of lodge-
S-This section was prepared by memb ers of the U. S . F orest Service, Ogde n , 
Utah. 
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pole pine and spruce, with lesser stands of Douglas fir, ponder-
osa pine, alpine fir, and considerable quantities of fuel wood 
and posts as shown in the following list: 
Timber trees 1 M board fee t 
Lodgepole pine __ ___ _________ __ ~ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ __ _ ___ _ _ __ 650,005 
Spruce ____ ___ _____ ___ __ ___ ____________ _______ ___ ________ 527,558 
Douglas fir ____________________ _____ _______ __________ 73,008 
Ponderosa pine ____ _________________ _____________ __ 58,920 
Alpine fir _____ ___ ____ __________________ _______ __ _____ 25,048 
Miscellaneous conifers __ __ _______ ___ _____ __ _ 300 
Total timber stand __ _____________ _ 1,334,839 
Aspen _______ _________ ______________ _____ ________ ___ __ __ 1,001,285 cords 
Pinon-j uniper __ __ ___ ___ ____ ____ _____ _____ ___ ___ __ __ 306,441 
Total fuel-wood and posts ___ ___ 1,317,726 cords 
Past use of all timber in the basin, however, including that 
from non-forest lands, owing to poor transportation facilities, 
has been only 2,315 M of which 1,500 1\1 was from national for-
est lands, total about 9 percent of the basin's possible annual 
sustained-yield cut. The 2,315 M was used largely for lumber 
of which 1,915 M was used in the basin and 400 M shipped out. 
It is estimated that 1,000 M has been imported annually, this 
being higher quality lumber than is produced locally. 
The timber stand is largely suitable for railroad ties and 
would furnish 500,000 ties annually on a sustained-yield basis. 
An 80-mile truck haul, the impracticability of driving ties down 
the Green River, and the absence of a railroad have almost 
wholly prevented any tie-cutting development, although there 
has been some cutting of mining props. Altogether, the national 
forest which could furnish annually 25,400 M of total timber 
has furnished only 4,930 M or 6 percent of the available annual 
supply. 
The 33 sawmills which generally operate on .a part-time 
basis have cut and sawed the 2,315 M of rough lumber harvested 
in the basin. They have required labor at the rate of 2 man-
days per M of lumber and 1.5 man-days per M of ties cut, or a 
total 4,500 man-days, when there is a possible labor reservoir of 
37,500 man-days annually, were markets available. 
With . present transportation facilities it is not profitable 
to use these supplies other than for fuel and posts for local 
needs. 
Other Resources 
The grazing lands, the arable land, and the irrigation-water 
supply are by far the greatest resources of the basin. The extent 
Fig 3 - A farm. residence in all ureu not well adapted to cultivated agricul-
ture. (Residences such as this are not unusual in som.e PIU'ts of the basin.) 
and nature of all the minerals are not well known. Many of the 
known deposits, however, are of such a nature that under past 
economic conditions it does not seem to have been feasible to 
develop them to any extent. There are extensive deposits of 
. both phosphate and oil shale, and some drilling for oil has been 
successful. Deposits· of a low grade coal are being used locally. 
In the vicinity of Ashley Valley natural gas is accessible and 
Vernal City owns its own natural gas system. Some mining, 
largely gold and silver, is carried on. One of the world's richest 
deposits of gilsonite, a form of asphalt, and other bituminous 
products suitable for road building are located in the region, 
but they have not been developed on an extensive scale. 
There are practically no manufacturing establishments 
other than creameries and flour mills. 
General Economic and Social Conditions 
The economic and social well-being of the people of an area 
is largely determined by the amount and nature of their avail-
able resources in relation to the population. The distribution of 
the resources among the total population and use that is made 
of them are also conditioning factors. Lack of economic and 
social well-being in an area is indicative of either an inadequate 
supply of natural resources or their improper utilization. In an 
agricultural area the economic and social well-being is reflected 
in a large measure in farm dwellings and other buildings, in 
farm and home conveniences, in kind of roads and other public 
services, and in the financial condition of the local governmental 
units. As measured by these standards the general economic 
and social conditions of the people of Uinta Basin are unfavor-
able. Many of the dwellings are small and cheaply constructed. 
Many are built of unplaned logs, with earth roofs and earth 
filling the spaces between the logs. A considerable number have 
earthen floors. The other farm buildings are equally poor in 
comparison. Relatively few farms have telephones, electricity, 
or water piped in the house (table 2). The percentage having 
these facilities is much lower than the average of the state and 
far lower than that for Davis County, one of the better agri-
cultural counties of Utah. For culinary purposes many farms 
use water from irrigation ditches or haul it for considerable 
distances. 
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Table 2 - Percentage of farms in selected areas having certain 
farm facilities* 
Area 'l'elephone 
percent 
State of U tah ...... .............. ........ ... ..... 27 
D a v is County ... ... ...... ............. ........... 29 
Duch e sne Co unty......... ..... ........ ...... 3 
Uinta h County .. .......... .............. ........ 14 
Wnter piped In 
Dwelling Buthroom 
percent 
39 
59 
4 
9 
percent 
23 
41 
2 
5 
* Based on United S tates Census R eport, 1930. 
Electric 
lighting 
percent 
58 
82 
6 
21 
13 
In 1930 more than half of the farms in the basin were 
served by unimproved dirt roads (table 3). This is much 
more than the average of the state and far greater than for 
Davis County. Many of the roads are practically impassable 
in wet weather. In considering these data however, it should 
be remembered that the Uinta Basin, especially the Indian 
reservation portion, is one of the newer areas of the state. 
Table 3 - Percentage of farms in selected areas that adjoin 
certain kinds of roads * 
Areu 
Hard 
surface 
roads·· 
percent 
Sta t e o f U t a h ......... ... 10 
D a vis County .... ...... .. 14 
Duc h e sne County... ... 0 
Uinta h County.......... 0 
Gravel 
roads 
percent 
37 
53 
5 
6 
*B a s ed on Censu s R eport, 193 0. 
Dirt roads All others 
(Including 
Iluproved Unimproved not reported) 
percent 
18 
19 
28 
28 
percent 
27 
13 
56 
57 
percent 
8 
1 
11 
9 
" Includes con crete, asph a lt, a nd m acad a m . S in ce 1930 a considerable portion 
of U . S. H igh way 40 w hich p a sses thro ugh the b a sin, h a s b een h a rd-
sur f aced . 
The financial conditions of the local governmental units in 
Duchesne County are acute. The county and each of the incor-
porated towns have debts in excess of the legal limit. 9 Uintah 
County and the city of Vernal may legally assume additional 
indebtedness, but the Uintah County School District has ex-
ceeded its legal limit. In both counties, but especially in Du-
chesne, tax delinquency has assumed serious proportions par-
ticularly since 1930 and the counties have acquired a large 
acreage of land. The relief load has been very large. 
Land Area and Ownership 
According to the 1930 census of agriculture there are 
4,838,400 acres of land in Duchesne and Uintah Counties (table 
4) . Approximately 73 percent of this acreage is public land, 
chiefly public domain and national forests. The State Land 
Board controls 5.1 percent which consists largely of state school 
lands. The counties have acquired 3.6 percent as a result of tax 
9-A f ina n c ia l h and book, pre pared b y D ivision of R esear c h a nd Sta tistics , 
S t ate D e partm ent of P ublic W elfar e , 193 5. 
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delinquency. The actual acreage owned by the counties is con-
tinually changing, however, ' as land is sold by the county com-
missioners and also as each year additional land passes into 
county ownership. The Indian-owned lands amount to 7.5 per-
cent of the total and most of these ar~ grazing lands. The bal-
ance or 19.6 percent is in private ownership. In 1929 harvested 
cropland amounted to only 2.1 percent of the total land area. 
Most of the acreage even of privately owned land is used only 
for grazing. The control of the land area of the basin rests 
largely with governmental agencies, particularly the federal 
government. 
The Utilization of Public Grazing Lands 
Complete and accurate information on the past usage of 
all the grazing lands in the basin is not available. No informa-
tion is available on the use of privately owned grazing land, 
Indian-ceded land, or state land. Detailed records are available 
for the national forests for a considerable number of years. 
Table 4 - Total land resources, Uinta Basin, Utah 
Class of l:lnd Al,proxhllute Percentnge 
Privately owned---otber tbun to~vn uud city lots* 
Improved dry-farm land .............................. ......... .. .... . 
Improved irrigated-farm land ................................. .. . 
Unimproved farm l and .......... .............................. ......... . 
Fruit land ............ ..... ... ............ ........................................ . . 
Grazing land .......... ................................................ .. ... .... . 
Other land (including equities in state la nds) .. .. . . 
Total privately owned land .... .......... ................. . 
Indian lands * * 
Grazing reserve ................. ..... .................. ..... ..... ........... . 
Allotted lands .................... .......... ........ ..... ........ ... ........... . 
Other ...................... .................... .............. ........................ . . 
Total Indian lands ................. .... .......... ........ .... .... . 
Publicly owned lunds: 
County owned lands:j: .......... ............................ ... .......... . 
State owned lands§ .. .. ... _ ......... ............. ......... .. ... ........ . 
Indian ceded landst ........... ......... .......... ................... .... . 
National for est land IT ........................... _ ............ ...... .... . 
Public domain and other" ...... ............ ... .................... .. . 
Total public owned lands .......... .......... ............ ... . 
Totul areu of b:ISill * * '" ................................. . 
ucre:lge of total 
acres 
265 
83, 098 
74,221 
519 
665,628 
126,106 
949,837 
274,571 
83,511 
6,272 
364,354 
173,208 
246,664 
216,080 
1,007,016 
1,881,241 
3,524,209 
4,838,400 
percent 
1.7 
1.5 
13.8 
2.6 
19.6 
5.7 
1.7 
.1 
7.5 
3.6 
5.1 
4.5 
20.8 
38 .9 
72.9 
100.0 
*Acreages on which t axes were l ev ied by Duch esne and Uintah Counties. 
**From r eports of T.C.-B.I.A. Soil Conservation Service, May, 1937. 
*** 'rota l area of Uintah and Duchesne Counties reported in 1930 census of 
agriculture. 
~:Acreage appearing on the county r ecords as b e longing to th e county. In addi -
tion the counties have title to a large numb e r of towns and city lots. 
Duc h e sne County as of July 13, 1936, and Uintah County as of Jan. 1, 1937. 
§Includes 223,340 acres of school lands. The balance, 23,324 acres has b een 
in private ownership but has been acquired by the State Land Board as a 
result of d elinquent loans. 
tFrom r e ports of T .C.-B.I.A. Soil Conservation Service, May 1937 . These are 
the lands within th e Indian R eservation tha t were ope n ed to white settlers 
but which have not yet b een transferre d into private ownership. 
ITFrom U. S. Forest Serv ice, Ogden, Utah. 
"Includes public doma in, r eserved land other than Indian, and city and 
town lots. 
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There are incomplete records on the use of the Indian grazing 
reserve for several years but only for the past two years have 
they ' been wholly adequate. For the past use of the public 
domain, which comprises the major portion of , all grazing land, 
I I 
I - .. 
INDIAN ~ I LANDS INC; 
0 
-
I-
PRIVATELY 
I°TtIER! OWNED CRAZING 
LANDS 
, 
PUIH.ICLY 
NATIONAL "FOREST I 
'E 19~ I ~ I OWNED PUBLIC DO ... AIN lANDS 
., ~U § 
10 20 30 40 SO 60 70 
PERCENTAC.E OF TOTAL 
Fig . 4 - Control of lund res ources in the Uintu Bas in. 
no records were kept prior to 1935. Before that time the use 
of the public domain was unrestricted as to number of users or 
number of stock. As a result of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 
the public domain land was organized into a grazing district, 
Utah Number 8, and placed under the supervision of officials 
of the Division of Grazing, United States Department of In-
terior. Since then the use of the land has been -restricted both 
as to number of users and number of stock. Use is possible 
only by license or permit. The licenses granted! the first year, 
1935, were for approximately the amount of grazing that .the 
users had obtained prior to regulation. In order to conform to 
the grazing act pertaining to eligibility of users. and to adjust 
the amount O'f grazing to' the condition of the range land the 
amount of grazing permitted in 1936 was reduced. Further 
reductiO'ns were made for 1937. ' 
For the grazing year of 19371 0 permits were issued for 
the use of the supervised public grazing landsl amounting to 
353,913 animal unit months (table 5). Of this total 72 percent 
was on public domain, and 24 percent on the national fO'rest, 
and the balance on the Indian grazing reserve. Approximately 
70 percent of the total was for the grazing of sheep. 
10-On public domain t he year is f r om May 1, 1 937 to April 30, 1938. 
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Table 5 - Animal unit months* of livestock grazing permitted on 
supervised range lands in Uintah and Duchesne Counties in 1937 
Class of land 
National forestst 
Cattle 
and horses 
Ashley ______ ____ ____ ______ _______ ______ __ __ ___________ ___ ___ __ 20,277 
Uinta __ ____________ ______ ___ _______ __ ___ ___ __ _______ __ ___ ___ ___ 12,905 
Wasatch ____ __ __ ____ _____ _____ __ __ ___ __ _______ ____ __ ______ __ 4,469 
Sheep Total 
31,119 51,396 
9,170 22,075 
6,450 10,919 
-----------------Total national forests __ ________ ______ ___________ __ ___ __ 37,651 46,739 84,390 
India n grazing r e serve:j: ________ _______ ___ __________ __ 9,371 3,941 13,312 
193,929 256,211 Public domain § __ ______ _____ ______ ____ ___ _____ __ __ _____ _______ ____ 6_2-'-,2_8_2 ____ --'-______ '--_ 
Total ______ __ ____ ______ __ __ _____ _______ _______ ___ _________ 109,304 244,609 353,913 
*To convert anima l months into anima l-unit m onths , 1 she e p m onth was con-
s idered the equiva lent of 0.2 animal-unit month and 1 cattle month as _83 
a nima l-unit month. 
nncludes only th e portion within Duch e sne a nd Uinta h Coun t i es. Or i g inal 
d a t a s upplied by Forest Se rvice office s at V ernal, Provo, and Salt Lake 
City . 
:j:Orig inal d a ta suppli ed by Bureau of Indi a n Affa irs at Fort Duch esn e _ 
§Includes only the a r ea unde r supervisi o n o f th e Div is io n o f Graz in g _ Origina l 
data suppli ed by Division of Grazing at Salt Lake City_ 
Without specific records it is not possible to determine 
exactly how much less grazing was permitted in the basin in 
1937 than had been obtained before the public domain was 
supervised. It is known, however, that the changes in the 
stpcking on the national forest lands during the past decade 
have been small. On the basis of the number of stock licensed 
on the public domain in 1935, and from data available on the 
past livestock population of the basin, and the data made avail-
able in connection with the drought purchases of livestock in 
1934, the conclusion is reached that the 1937 permits represent 
a very considerable reduction in stocking compared to earlie·r 
years. A vailable evidence indicates that a similar or even 
greater reduction has been made in the stocking on the Indian 
grazing reserve. The extremely large reductions are, no doubt, 
a result of overgrazing in the past and also of the abnormally 
Table 6 - Season of use of grazing lands under public control 
in Uinta Basin, 1937 
Clas s of land Spring 
animal 
Nationul forests unit-mo. 
Ashley ____ __ __ ____ __ __ ____ ____ ___ ____ __ __ _ 
Uintab ____ ____ __ __ _________ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _ 
W a satch __ __________ __ __ _________ _____ __ __ 
Total n a tional forests 
Public d o m a in§ __ __ __ ___________ ________ 16,030 
'rotul ________ __ ______ __ _______ __ __ __ ____ ___ 16,030 
Sunlluer Fall 
animal animal 
unit-mo. unit-mo. 
51,396 * 
22,075t 
10,919:j: 
84,3 90 
23,0 24 16,5 43 
107,414 16,543 
Winter 
animal 
unit -mo. 
200 ,614 
200,614 
Totnl 
anim al 
unit-mo_ 
51,396 
22,075 
10,919 
84,390 
256,211 
340,601 
*Sea son limits are: ca ttle, 6/ 1 to 10/15; sheep 7/1 to 9/15. 
t Season limits a r e: cattle 5/16 to 10/31; sheep 7/1 t o 9/ 30 . Some lambing per-
mits b egin 5/16_ 
::: Season limits are : cattl e, 5/16 to 10/31; shee p 7/ 1 to 9/ 30_ 
§Break dow n betw een sea sons is n o t precise. Licen ses gran ted _ fo r p eri od 
11/ 1 to 5/ 1 conside r ed a s w inte r onl y. Licenses granted for p e riod 
5/1 to 11/1 considered as summer only_ License s issued f or entire year 
considered as .1/ 4 in each season_ _ 
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dry years that have occured since 1930. In the opinion of the 
range men still further reductions will be necessary, especially 
on the public ·domain. 
All of the grazing on the national forest -is during the 
summer months (table 6) while on public domain .most of the 
grazing is during the winter with some during each of the other 
three seasons. The Indian grazing reserve is used primarily . 
in the spring and fall but has some use during the summer 
months. 
Table 7 - Distribution of permittees on supervised public grazing lands 
in Uinta Basin in 1937 according .to · plaC'e of residence 
Place of res idence 
Public domain * 
Licenses 
Catt lc SheelJ 
number 
In Uin ta B a s in __ ----_______ ______ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ _ 109 
E l s ewh e r e i n U t a h __ __ _____________ _____ ___ ___ _______ . 10 
Outside o f U t a h _____ .___ ___ ___ __ _____ ______ _________ __ .__ 1 
Total permittees ____ ._________ ____ ______ 120 
*Gra z ing district no. 8 except Uni t A. 
t All I ndian cattl e conside r e d unde r one p ermit . . 
:j:Of the s e, 8 h a v e only a l a mbing p ermit. 
number 
94 
23 
6 
123 
National fores 1! 
Permits 
Cattle Sheep 
number 
277 t 
10 
o 
287 
num ber 
74 
30:j: 
5 
109 
Nearly all of the operators who received permits to graze 
livestock on the public domain or national forest land of the 
Uinta Basin in 1937 lived in Utah and most of them lived within 
the basin (table 7). Some of those who lived outside owned 
and operated agricultural property within the basin. Of he 
total of 340,601 animal-unit months of grazing allotted on public 
domain and national forest lands for 1937, 261,857 or 76.9 per-
cent was allotted to livestock men living ' within the basin 
Table 8 - Use of supervised public grazing lands in Uinta Basin in 1937 
according to season of year and residence of the livestock owner 
Place of res idence 
In Uinta B a sin .... __ ... _ 
Elsewhe r e in Utah __ 
Outside o f Uta h 
Total 
Spring 
animal 
unit-mo. 
13,511 
2,301 
21 8 
16.030 
Sumnler 
animal 
unit mo. 
89,577 
15,180 
2,657 
107,414 
Fall 
animal 
unit-mo. 
15,319 
1,006 
218 
16,54;1 
Winter 
animal 
uni t -mo. 
143,450 
45,44 2 
11,722 
200,614 
Total 
animal 
unit-mo. 
261,857 
63,929 
14,815 
340,601 
(table 8). Only 14,815 animal-unit months were allotted to 
people living · outside the state. 
Of the total grazing allotted on public domain and national 
forest lands in the basin for 1937, 58.9 percent was for the 
winter season and 31.5 percent for the summer months (table 9). 
Of the total grazing allotted to men living outside the state 
79.1 percent was for the winter season, while 54.8 percent of 
that allotted to residents of the basin was_ for the winter. 
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Table 9 - Percentage distribution of grazing privileges on supervised 
public grazing lands according to season of use, Uinta Basin, 1937 
Place of operators' 
residence Sl)rlug SUlllnler 
percent 
In Uinta B a s in ............. ......... .... 5.2 
Elsewh ere in Uta h ............... ... 3.6 
Outside of Utah ................. _..... 1.5 
Total 4.'7' 
percent 
34.2 
23 .7 
17.9 
31.5 
Fall 
percent 
5.8 
1. 6 
1.5 
4.9 
Wiuter 
percent 
54.8 
71.1 
79 .1 
58.9 
Total 
percent 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
The average number of livestock each operator was per-
mitted to graze on the public domain was considerably larger 
than the average number permitted on the national forest, 
being 1,551 and 819 respectively for sheep and 104 and 31 for 
cattle (table 10). 
Table 10 - Average size of permits for grazing on public lands in Uinta 
Basin in 1937 according to the place of residence of permittees 
Place of residence Public domuin Cattle Sheep 
number 
In Uinta Basin ..... ........................ _. ... 101 
E lsewhere in Uta h ... ............. ............ 135 
Outsid e of Utah ... .... ... .......... ............ 100 
A.vcrage of all ............. ....... ..... . 104 
· Does no t include p e rmi t for Indian cattle. 
number 
1,352 
2, 065 
2,702 
1,551 
Nutionul fores t s 
Cattle Sheep 
number 
30· 
43 
31 
number 
818 
801 
904 
819 
There has been a tendency for the livestock men who lived 
outside the basin to receive permits to graze larger numbers 
of livestock especially sheep, than the average on public domain. 
No doubt this was because of the smaller number of livestock 
owned by the local permittees. 
Of the 287 cattle permittees on the national forests 50.5 
percent had permits for less than 25 head; whereas, only 20.8 
percent of the cattle permits on public domain was for less 
than 25 head (table 11). On the forest less than 2 percent of 
Table 11 - Number and distribution of cattle permits on public lands 
in Uinta Basin in 1937 
Pernlittees 
Number of cattle pernlitted On On 
national public 
forest donlaiu * 
number 
L ess than 25 .......... ........... ................... .. 145 
25- 49 ............................................ 84 
50- 74 ............................................ 33 
75 - 99 ................. ........................... 9 
100-124 ............................................ 7 
125-149 t _ ....... _ ......... ............. _. ........ 4 
15 0 -19 9 .. ............. _. ........................... 4 
200-249 ......................................... ... 0 
250 - 2 9 9 .... ................................. .... ... 0 
300 o r more ............................ ........ 1 
Total ................... _................... 28'7'; 
*Include s a ll of gra zing district no. 8. 
number 
27 
26 
22 
10 
9 
8 
6 
4 
8 
10 
130 
P e rluittees 
011 On 
nationnl public 
fot'es t dOlllain 
percent 
50.5 
29 .3 
11. 5 
3.1 
2. 4 
1.4 
1.4 
0.0 
0.0 
.4 
100.0 
perceTJt 
20. 8 
20.0 
16. 9 
7.7 
6.9 
6. 2 
4.6 
3.0 
6. 2 
7.7 
100.0 
t C lass interva l change from 25 to 50 from this p o int dow n . 
t A ll India n cattle conside r ed under one p e rmi t. 
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the permits was for more than 150 head while on the public 
domain 21.5 percent was for more than 150 head. 
The range in size of sheep permits was much larger on 
the public domain than on the forest (table 12). There were no 
permits on the forest for more than 2,250 head while on the 
public domain 21.3 percent of the permits was for more than 
this number, although, there were only 6 permits for more 
than 4,000 head. Of these 3 were for morel than 5,000. 
Table 12 - Number and distribution of sheep permits on public lands 
in Uinta Basin in 1937 
Perul1ttees Perntlttees 
N umbe r of s lieep pernlitted On On 
national public 
fores t clolluliu * 
number 
L ess t h an 25 0 ____ ___ ____ ________ ___ ______ _____ _______ 12 
250 - 49 9 __ ___ __ _____ ________ ___ __ __ ___ ____ ______ 19 
500- 7 49 __ ____ _________ __ ___ ___ ____ ____ ____ _____ 24 
750- 999 __ _____ ____ ______ ____ __ _______ _____ ____ _ 24 
1000 - 1249 _______ __ __ ___ __ __ ________ __ ____ ___ ___ __ 13 
1 250 -14 9 9 __ ______ ______ __ ___ __ _______ ___ __ ___ ____ 6 
1500-17 49 ___ ___ __ ____ _ ___ __ ___ __ ______ __ _____ ___ _ 3 
17 50 -19 9 9 ____ _______ ____ _____ _____ __ ___ ___ _______ 2 
2000 - 2249 __ ___ ___ __ ___ _____ ___ __ ____ __ __ ___ __ ____ 6 
2250 - 2499 __ ______ ________ __ ___ _______ ___ ___ _____ _ 
2500 - 2 9 9 9 t ______ __ ______ ____ __ __ ___ ____________ _ 
300 0- 3 49 9 _____ _________ ______ ____ ___ ___ ___ _____ _ _ 
35 00 - 3 999 __ ____ ____ __ _____ __ _____ ________ _______ _ 
4000 - 449 9 ____ _______ ___ __ ____ _____ ___ ___ .____ ___ _ 
4500 - 49 9 9 ___ ______ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ______ __ _ 
50 00 or more ____ _________ ___ __ ______ ____ _____ _ 
Total ____ __ __ ____ ___ ____ _____ _______ ____ ____ _ 109 
- Includes a ll of gra z ing di s t r ict no. 8. 
number 
13 
14 
11 
14 
19 
8 
5 
5 
15 
7 
7 
5 
3 
o 
3 
3 
On 
national 
fores t 
percent 
11.0 
17_5 
22_0 
22.0 
11.9 
5.5 
2.8 
1.8 
5.5 
100.0 
t Cla ss in te r v a l ch ang-ed f rom 25 0 to 500 from this point down. 
t All I ndian s h ee p con s ide red unde r one p ermit. 
The Year 1935 
011 
public 
dODlnin 
percent 
9. 8 
10.6 
8.3 
10.6 
14.4 
6.0 
3. 8 
3.8 
11.4 
5.3 
5.3 
3.8 
2.3 
0.0 
2.3 
2.3 
100.0 
Crop yields and the economic returns from farming vary 
greatly from year to year. The variation in crop yields in the 
basin is largely the result of variation in the amount of irri-
gation water. The variation in the economic returns is largely 
the result of crop yields, the prices received for the farm prod-
ucts sold and the prices paid for the goods bought. 
THE WATER SUPPLY 
The total precipitation during 1935 was slightly below nor-
mal in the valleys of the basin. At Duchesne the total was 6.94 
inches or 74 percent of a 28-year average. At Ft. Duchesne 
the total was .only 3.79 inches or 56 percent of the 42-year 
average. At Vernal the total was 7.58 inches which was 87 
percent of the 32-year average (table 1). These data tend 
to indicate that 1935 was considerably drier than normal, 
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however stream runo.ff data are pro.bably mo.re representative 
o.f the water supply available fo.r use. 
The runo.ff fro.m -Ashley Creek, which is the principal 
so.urce o.f irrigatio.n water in Ashley Valley, fro.m April to. 
September 1935, was 84 percent o.f the average o.f the 25 years 
fo.r which data ' are co.mplete during the perio.d 1901 to. 1937 
(table 13). The runo.ff of the Uinta River, which is repre-
sentative o.f the so.urce o.f water for mo.st o.f the reservatio.n 
Table 13 - Runoff of streams in Uinta Basin, April to September* 
Stream 
Ashle y Creek _____ ___ __ ___ _____ ____________ ____ _ _ 
Uinta Rive r a t Neola _____ __ _______ ___ ___ _ _ 
Duch esn e R iver a t Duch esne __ ___ __ _ 
Runoff 
1935 
acre ft. 
53,520 
81,050 
153,700 
Total __ __ _____ ___ _____ ___ _____ ____ __ __ __ ___ ___ ___ 288,2'70 
Averuge 
runoff 
acre ft. 
63 ,824 
89,3 82 
212,675 
365,881 
Number Percentnge 
of years 1935 was 
recorded of uverage 
number 
25 
11 
19 
percent 
84 
91 
72 
*Unpublished data from D ept. of Irrigation and Drainage, Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. 
area, was, fOr the . same perio.d, 91 percent o.f the average 
o.f the years between 1926 and 1937 fo.r which data were 
co.mplete. Other inco.mplete data indicate about the same co.n-
ditio.n fo.r the Lakefo.rk River. The runoff at Duchesne o.f the 
Duchesne River was 72 percent o.f the average o.f the 19-year 
perio.d, 1919-37 . . This is -co.nsiderably Io.wer in percentage o.f 
no.rmal than the o.ther streams but is no.t so. impo.rtant since 
the lands watered fro.m this stream have a mo.re adequate 
water supply, and also. because the acreage o.f land irrigated 
is small as co.mpared to. the rest of the irrigated lands o.f the 
basin. 
These data all indicate that the irrigatio.n-water supply in 
1935 was sqmewhat belo.w the Io.ng-time average, but no.t as 
much belo.w as- in so.me o.ther years. The previo.us year, 1934, 
was extremely dry and its effect pro.bably carried o.ver' into. 
1935. The conditio.n in 1935, ho.wever, was better than these 
data indicate as a greater than no.rmal proportion o.f the runo.ff 
was during the critical part o.f the gro.wing seaso.n. The runo.ff 
fro.m Ashley Creek ~as 134, 97, and 81 percent o.f no.rmal 
during June, July, and August, respectively. Fo.r Uinta River, 
the percentages _ were 152," 109, and 85 percent of normal fo.r 
the same months. The mo.nths- of June and July are pro.bably 
the mo.st critical months fo.r the cro.PS grown in the basin, and 
with a better than average water supply during those months, 
the year 1935 can be co.nsidered almost no.rmal. 
A STUDY OF FARM ORGANIZATION 21 
THE PRICE SITUATION 
Part of the present economic problems of the Uinta Basin 
may be attributable to unfavorable price conditions which have 
prevailed from 1930 to the present. The indexes of prices paid 
Utah producers for the major agricultural products of the 
Uinta Basin are given in table 14. These indexes (average of 
1910-14=100) were all less than 100 for half or more of the 
period 1931 to 1934 inclusive. However, for the year 1935 
they were all more than 100. In 1935 the highest index, 126, 
was for alfalfa seed. The lowest, 103, was for butterfat. 
Table 14 - Index numbers of p'rices paid farmers in! Utah for the major 
agricultural commodities produced in the Uinta Basin* (1910-14=100) 
Beef ' Butter- Alfalfa 
Year cuttle Lam.bs Wool fat seedt 
A verage 
1910-14 
---------------------------- ------
100 100 100 100 100 
1915-20 
.-.----- ---------.-_.- ------------
147 17 9 25 4 163 163 
19 21-29 
---------- ------------------------
120 171 224 145 140 
1930 
-------------------- ------------.----
136 126 136 126 144 
1931 
------------------------------- -----
94 91 93 97 115 
1932 
------------ ------------------------
7S 68 56 70 81 
1933 
---- ------- ---_.--------------------
63 77 106 74 81 
1934 
--- --------- ------ --------------- ---
64 90 130 85 115 
1935 
---------- -------- ------ ----- -- -----
107 106 114 103 126 
1936 
-- -------- ------- --- --- ----------- --
105 124 166 119 129 
·Prices of farm product s in U t a h, Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 217. 
t Ba s e p eriod 1912-14. 
Alfalfa 
hay 
100 
175 
108 
99 
108 
99 
63 
104 
110 
78 
Although the index of prices received was more than 100, 
the purchasing power of the farm income was still below the 
1910-14 base. The ratio of the prices received by the pro-
ducers of certain Utah products. to, the United States retail 
Table 15 - Ratio of prices of goods farmers sold to prices of goods 
farmers bought 1910-36* (191&-14=100) 
Index of 
U.S.retail Relntiv e value of Utah farnl dollar in purchas es 
prices of of goods fanners buy 
Year com.mod-
Uies Beef Butter- Alfalfa Alfalfa farm.ers 
buyf cuttle Lalllbs Wool fat seedt hay 
A verage 
1910-14 .... _--- --- ----- 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1915-20 
------.---------
160 92 112 159 102 102 109 
19 21-29 
------------ -.-. 
153 78 112 146 95 92 71 
1930 
------ ---- --------
145 94 87 9. 87 99 68 
193 1 
------------------
124 76 73 75 78 93 87 
1932 
---------.- -------
107 68 64 52 65 76 93 
1933 
.. --- ---.----------
109 58 71 97 68 74 58 
1934 
------------------
123 52 73 106 69 93 85 
1935 
----.- -- -- -- ------
125 86 85 91 82 101 88 
1936 
_ .. _---------------
124 85 100 134 96 104 63 
· D ata from t a ble 14. 
tAgricuItura l s itua tion, U . S. Bur. of Agr. Ec. , March 1937. 
price of commodities farmers buy is shown in table 15. In 1935 
the price condition was much improved over the previous five 
years although still below the 1910-14 base. The range in 
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ratio of prices received to prices paid was from 82 for butterfat 
to 101 for alfalfa seed. Although the price situation in 1935, 
the year for which most of the data for this study were taken, 
was not quite normal, it was by far the most favorable 
since 1930. 
The water supply of 1935 and the price situation of 1935 
should be kept in mind in interpreting the farm. management 
data which follow. 
FARM BUSINESS ANALYSIS 
Definition of Terms as Used in This Report 
Uinta Basin-Unless otherwise specified, includes the area 
within the boundaries of Duchesne and Uintah Counties. 
Reservation Area - Includes all of the farm lands of 
Duchesne County and that portion of Uintah County which lies 
west of the Ashley Valley and north of the Green River. 
Ashley Valley-Is the valley in the eastern part of the 
basin. Vernal is in about the center of the valley and is the 
chief trading center. Nearly all of the farms obtain their 
water supply from Ashley Creek or Brush Creek.l1 
A farm-Is the total land and livestock operated as one 
unit, or by one man, partnership or family. It includes all of 
the machinery and improvements used in the farming opera-
tions. Rented land or livestock is included in the farm of the 
man who operates it but not in the farm of the man who is 
the legal owner. 
Farm type-Represents a classification of farms accord-
ing to the most important enterprise of the farm. The import-
ance of each enterprise is measured by the amount of labor 
required during the year and the amount of income received. 
The designation given each type indicates the nature of the 
most important enterprise. 
Capital-Is the value of all farm property, including land, 
houses, other farm buildings, livestock, machinery, farm feeds, 
and farm supplies. House furnishings and personal effects of 
members of the family are not included. . It includes the portion 
of the value of the family automobile which is used for farm 
purposes. Unless
' 
otherwise specified, the value of capital is 
the average of the beginning and ending inventory values. In 
cases where part of the farm is rented it includes the combined 
investment of the landlord and the tenant, unless otherwise 
stated. 
ll-In t h e a n a lysis o f the f a rm b usin ess r ecor ds, 10 f a rms on Willo w Creek 
h ave been in cluded \v i t h Ashley Valley. 
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Crop index-Is the yield of all crops in percentage of some 
base. In this study the base was the average yields for the 
state of Utah for the period 1926-31. In the calculation of the 
crop index ~ach crop was given a weight according to the 
acreage of that crop, and also according to a constant derived 
from the average amount of man labor required to produce 
ana harvest an acre of the crop in Utah, and the average gross 
value per acre of the crop in Utah for the period 1926-31. 
Receipts-Unless otherwise stated include (a) the amount 
received from the sale of crops plus the value of crops on hand 
at the end of the year that are to be sold; (b) the amount 
received from the sale of livestock and livestock products; 
(c) the amount received from miscellaneous sources such as 
work away from the farm, the pasturing of livestock; (d) the 
amount, if any, that the closing inventory values of livestock 
and feeds and supplies exceeds the beginning inventory values. 
They do not include the value of farm privileges. 
- Expenses-Unless otherwise specified include (a) all cur-
rent cash expenses for farm purposes; (b) livestock purchases; 
(c) value of all unpaid labor except that of the operator; 
(d) the amount, if any, that the beginning inventory values 
of livestock, farm feeds, and supplies, real estate, and machin-
ery exceeds the closing inventory values. It does not include 
any interest charges, or any rental paid for use of land. 
Returns for capital and operator's labor-is the difference 
between receipts and expenses. It is the financial remunera-
tiop. to the operator for his year's labor and for the use of all 
capital invested in the farm. 
Labor income-Is the return to the farm operator, in addi-
tion to a house in which to live and farm produce for use in his 
household, for his year's labor and management. It is the dif-
ference between the returns for capital and operator's labor and 
interest at 5 percent on the total capital. Unless stated other-
wise it refers to the farm labor income or what the operators' 
labor income would have been had he owned the -entire farm. 
The operator's labor income and the farm labor income are the 
same for farms where none of the property was· rented. 
Farm privileges-Are the estimated rental value of the farm 
house for one year plus the value at the farm of the farm pro-
duce used in the operator's household. 
Labor earnings-Are the sum of the labor income and farm 
privileges. Unless stated otherwise, they are the labor earnings 
for the entire farm or what the operators' labor earnings 
would be if he owned the entire farm. 
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Net appreciation per head of livestock-Is the amount that 
the inventory value of the given kind of livestock at the ~lose 
of the year plus the amount received for livestock and live-
stock products sold, exceeds the opening inventory value plus 
the value of livestock purchased, divided by the average num-
ber of livestock on hand during the year. Appreciation or depre-
ciation as a result of cyclical fluctuations in the value of live-
stock was omitted. 
Man-work-units-Are the total amounts of productive work 
undertaken on a farm during the year. They are calculated on the 
basis of the average hours of man labor required to grow and 
harvest an acre of the various kinds of crops and care for one 
head of the different kinds of livestock. Ten hours of produc-
tive labor are the equivalent of 1 man-work-unit. For example, 
it requires 30 man hours on ' the average to grow and h.arvest 
1 acre of small grain under irrigation. This is 3 man-work-
units for each acre. All other crops and all productive live-
stock are calculated similarly. Crop yields and rates of live-
stock production are entirely ignored in these calculations. 
Animal unit-Is a common unit of measure of all kinds of 
livestock. One mature range cow is considered as the standard 
or as 1 animal unit and all other livestock equated to this. For 
example, 5 sheep are considered as equal to 1 cow and, hence, 
are equal to 1 animal unit. Similarly 1 yearling beef heifer 
is the equivalent of 0.6 of an animal unit. 
, Man equivalent-Is a measure of the total amount of man 
labor used on the farm during the year. It is calculated by 
reducing all labor to months and dividing by 12. Labor of boys 
is adjusted to its equivalent in man time. In most cases the 
operator was considered as one man equivalent regardless of 
the amount of time he actually worked. All other labor is, on 
the basis of time actually worked. 
Objectives of the Farm Busine~s Analysis 
The primary obj ective in making an economic analysis of 
the farms in the Uinta Basin was to collect data that could 
be used in making farming in the basin more profitable. The 
economic condition of most farms was evidence that in the 
main, rarming was . not profitable. Why are the farms as a 
whole not successful? Are any of the farms profitable, and if 
so, which ones? In what way do these fa'rms differ from the 
unprofitable ones '? These and many other, questions immedi-
ately arise in considering this problem. From. similar studies 
made elsewhere it is known that farm profits or, farm success 
are usually associated with such factors as .the type of farming, 
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the size of the farm business, the crops grown, the number and 
kinds of livestock kept, the rate of production of crops and of 
livestock, the death loss of livestock, and the efficiency with 
which labor is used. If from an analysis of the business records 
of existing farms definite relationships could be established 
between certain factors and farm success in the basin, the far-
mers would have a basis for making adjustments toward more 
profitable farming. 
In order to determine the relationship between farm suc-
cess and other factors, it was necessary that some specific 
measure of farm success be secured. The measure most fre-
quently used is called labor income.12 This is a business meas-
ure that reflects the success of the farm business but does 
not necessarily measure the . economic well-being of the farmer. 
Method of Procedure 
During the early part of 1936 detailed farm business records 
for the year 1935 were obtained on 404 representative farms 
and ranches of the Uinta Basin. Of these 388 were tabulated. 
The others were omitted because of incompleteness or because 
they were not representative. These records were obtained 
by the survey method which consisted of an enumerator visiting 
the farmer, often without previous arrangement, and filling 
in a form especially prepared for obtaining data pertaining 
to the farm business. The farms on which records were ob-
tained, which included nearly 20 percent of all farms ,13 were 
scattered over the entire basin. In ,order to obtain a sample 
that was representative in every respect of all farms in the 
area, an attempt was made to obtain records on about the 
same proportion of the total farms in each co.mmunity. How-
ever, two communities, Fruitland and Leota, are not represented 
as it was not possible to procure enough suitable' records because 
of the general failure of crops. Families were living on many 
of the farms but the land was largely idle. For purposes of 
tabulation and analysis the records were divided into 6 groups 
on the basis of the type of . farming practiced. The different 
types of farms are referred to I as general, dairy, mixed l~ve­
stock,. beef, sheep, and part-time. The general farms are those 
on which no single enterprise .js of more outstanding import-
ance than other enterprises. Dairy farms are those farms on 
which the dairy enterprise is of major i'mportance. Mixed 
livestock ranches are those on whic? .livestock is of major im-
portance but the livest<?ck is ' compose~ of different kinds, 
12-For definition of labor income s e e p. 23. : 
13-According to the 19 30 cen s us r e p or ts there w ere 2,126 farms in U intah 
and Duchesne Counti es , 1,076 in Uintah a nd 1,050 in D uchesne. 
26 BULLETIN 285 
namely, there may be a dairy enterprise, a beef enterprise, 
and a sheep enterprise, or any combination of these three, but 
no one of these enterprises alone is of major importance. On 
the beef ranches, the beef enterprise is of greatest importance, 
while on the sheep ranches, sheep is the dominant enterprise. 
On the part-time farms the work that is unassociated with the 
Fig. :) - Pe~·ceJltnge dfstl"fbutioll of f,u·m s :lcco~·(lh)g to type. 
farm is as important as, or of greater importance, than the 
farm. The .relative importance of any particular enterprise 
to the farm was measured by the labor requirements of the 
various enterprises and also by income. In order to more accu-
rately compare the advantages and disadvantages of the differ-
ent types of farms, data are presented for each farm type for 
two sections of the basin, the Reservation Area and Ashley 
Valley. This is done primarily because of the difference in 
crop yields and the relation between the use of public lands 
and the privately owned lands in these two areas. Included 
with the farms of Ashley Valley are 10 farms on Willow Creek. 
Included in the Reservation Area is all the area within the 
Uinta special survey and the agricultural lands immediately 
adjacent on the east including the community of Lapoint. 
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Classification of Farms According to Type 
Of the total 388 farm records tabulated, 285 were for 
farms in the Reservation Area (table 16). Of these 134, or 47 
percent, were classed as general farms, 19 percent as dairy 
farms, 15 percent as part-time farms, 9 percent as mixed 
livestock farms, 6 percent as beef ranches, and 4 percent as 
sheep ranches. In Ashley Valley a larger proportion were classed 
as general farms and as sheep ranches and a smaller proportion 
as dairy farms and mixed livestock farms. Of the total farms 
81 percent were of the nature of general farms and 19 per-
cent of specialized livestock farms. A few more dairy cows on 
the dairy farms is the only essential difference between many of 
the dairy farms and general farms, while the size of the en-
terprises is the main difference in organization between many 
part-time farms and general farms. Although most of the 
farms are of the general type nearly everyone who is familiar 
with the basin conditions is agreed that it is primarily adapted 
to range-livestock production. According to the 1930 census 
the major agricultural income was from range livestock. Un-
doubtedly one of the prime factors contributing to the general 
unsatisfactory economic conditions is the prevalence of a type 
of farming ill-adapted to the local conditions. 
Table 16 - Number of farms of different types and percentage that 
each type was of the total in each division of Uinta Basin, 1935 
FarlllS Total 
F:n-1I1 tYI)eS R e serv a- A s llley Reserva- Ashley 
tiOll Area Valley Total tiOll Area Valley Total 
number 
G e n e r a l .......... ..... ..... 134 
D a iry....... ... ................ 54 
Mixed livestock ...... 25 
Bee f ........... ........... .. .... 16 
Sh eep ............... ........... 12 
Part- time .. ...... .......... 44 
'rotul farlllS 28 5 
num ber 
60 
6 
3 
6 
11 
17 
103 
num ber 
194 
60 
28 
22 
23 
61 
388 
percen t 
47 
19 
9 
6 
4 
15 
100 
percent 
58 
6 
3 
6 
11 
16 
100 
percent 
50 
15 
7 
6 
6 
1 6 
100 
Data for each farm type will be presented for the Reser-
vation Area followed by similar data for Ashley Valley. 
Farms In Reservation Area of Uinta Basin 
FARM RESOURCES 
The average acres of land cropped per farm in 1935 ranged 
from 16.5 for the part-time farms to 97.9 for the beef ranches 
(table 17). The acreage of idle cropland ranged from 11.1 for 
sheep ranches to 30.6 for the general farms. On the part-time 
farms the area of idle cropland was almost twice as large as 
the area of cropped land. The dairy and mixed livestock farms 
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had the largest acreage of irrigated pasture while the sheep 
ranches had by far the most range land with an average of 
4,793 acres per farm. For no farm type was the area of cropped 
land as much as -one-third of the total acreage, though for 
general farms the cropped acreage plus the idle cropland made 
up 50.9 percent of the total. 
Table 17 - Acreage per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
Mixed 
Class of land Generul Dniry livelStock Beef Sheep Part-time 
farllls farms :I'anches ranches ranches farms 
acres 
Cropped land ...................... 52.4 
Idle cropla nd ._ ._......... ......... 30.6 
I r rigated p a sture (plowable) ....... _......... 12.6 
Irriga t ed p a sture (non- plowa ble) .. __ ... _. 11.8 
Dry p a stur e ____ ..... _ .......... _..... 37.3 
Range ___ ._. _. __ . ___ .. _ ..... __ ............ 4.7 
Farmstead ....... . __ ... _ .. __ .......... 1.8 
Other . ___ . __ ._ .. ___ _ .___ . __ _ .. __ ........ .. 12.0 
'1'otnl nC:I'euge ___ ._ . ___ . __ ._ 163.2 
acres 
46.9 
18.2 
27.9 
18.5 
37.0 
31.7 
1.6 
13 .8 
195.6 
acres 
56 .8 
24.7 
25 .2 
24.6 
65.4 
53.7 
2.5 
20 .2 
273.1 
acres 
97 .9 
28.6 
5.8 
29 .6 
133.2 
260.9 
2.1 
29.5 
587.6 
acres 
68.6 
11.1 
20.8 
10.5 
19.7 
4793 .0 
2.2 
4.2 
4930.1 
acres 
16.5 
30.4 
2.6 
10.8 
22.3 
4.9 
1.7 
17.0 
106.2 
N early all farms. of every type kept horses, dairy cows, 
and chickens (table 18). Smaller percentages of the farms 
kept beef cattle, sheep, hogs, and turkeys. 
Table 18 - Percentage of farms in Reservation Area that kept various 
kinds of livestock, 1935 
ltlixed Pnrt-
Kind of livestock General Dair)' livcstock Beef Sbeep thne 
farlDs furllls ranches ranches ranches farnls 
percent percent percent percent percent percent 
Dairy cows .. ____ .. ___ ..... 98 100 96 94 83 93 
Other dairy cattle_. __ 90 98 76 56 67 82 
Beef cows ....... __ ___ ..... 11 28 76 100 8 9 
Other beef cattle_ ... 23 33 80 100 25 23 
She ep 
.. _- -._--.---_ .. -----------
26 35 68 44 100 -91 
Horses 
--.. _----------_ .. ----._-- 100 96 100 100 100 91 
Brood sows 
---------.. ---. 
70 61 48 69 33 48 
Other hogs 
_ .. _ .. ------- .. ----
82 81 76 88 42 68 
Chickens 
-------------- -- --
98 100 100 100 67 91 
Turkeys 
------------------_. 
31 44 64 38 25 16 
On many farms, dairy cows, hogs, and chickens were kept 
primarily to supply the needs of the farm family with the 
products of these livestock. This is evidenced by the small 
average number kept per farm. The average number of dairy 
cattle per farm ranged from 2.7 on part-time farms to 10.7 on 
dairy farms (table 19). The average number of hogs per farm 
was 3 or less on every farm type except beef: ranches. No farm 
type had an average of as many as 50 chickens. Most farms 
kept the necessary horses for farm and range work. 
Measured in terms of animal units the sheep ranches had 
by far the largest amount of livestock with an average of 221.5 
animal units per farm. The beef ranches were next highest with 
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96.4 animal units while the general farms had 14.5 and the part-
time farms only 7.7 animal units. 
Table 19 - Number of livestock per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
lUnd of lives tock General 
furnls 
num ber 
Dair y 'co VI,S •••• ••. . ..•.•.•••••.....••••. • 5.0 
Oth er 'd airy cattle , .... ...... , .... . 3.4 
Beef cows ............................... . .3 
Ot h er b eef cattle .. ..... __ ... _ .... . 1.0 
Sheep .................... .................. . . 9.8 
Hor s es a n d colts ................... . 3.7 
Hogs ................ ......................... . 2.9 
Chickens .... ............................... . 26.3 
Turkeys ................. .................. . 8.8 
Total animul units ......... . 14.5 
CAPITAL 
Mixed 
Dairy lives tock Beef Sheep 
fnrms ranches ranches ranches 
num ber number number number 
10.7 7.2 6.8 4.0 
6.5 3.6 2.3 2.9 
1.8 8.0 46.8 1.8 
2.3 15.7 53.7 2.4 
10.5 79.7 8.1 1013.9 
4.1 6.4 6.5 9.3 
3.·0 2.1 5.3 2.3 
25.9 45.9 34.9 25.1 
16.9 21.5 12.4 3.0 
24.9 50.2 96.4 221.5 
Part-
time 
farms 
number 
2.7 
1.7 
.5 
.6 
1.1 
2.6 
1.3 
17.6 
3.2 
7.'1 
The farm operator gave the valuation of his capital in land, 
buildings, livestock, machinery, feeds and supplies. The average 
per farm ranged from a total of $2,514 for part-time farms 
to $24,766 for the sheep ranches (table 20). The total for gen-
eral farms was $4,980, dairy $5,793, mixed lixestock $8,601, 
and beef $11,542. 
Table 2()t - Capital per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
Mixed Part-
1(:lnd of cupital G enerul Dairy livestock Beef Sheep time 
fUrIn 8 furIUs ranches ranches ranches farms 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Real estate ...... ..... ... ..... ... 3,827 4,141 5,826 6,634 14,976 1,963 
Lives t ock 
---- ----------------------
7 22 1,134 1,967 3,722 8,534 369 
Mach inery 
-------- -- ----- --------. 
321 355 513 564 943 147 
F eeds a nd s upplies ........ 110 ' 183 295 622 313 35 
Total capital ... ....... 4,980 5,703 8,601 11,542 24,766 2,514 
The specialized range livestock farms had a larger per-
centage of total capital in livestock and a lower percentage in 
land. Many of the specialized livestock men used public · grazing 
Table 21 - Percentage distribution of total capital in farms in 
Reservation Area, 1935 
Kind of capital Geller:,l 
farlllS 
R eal e s tate ........ , ........ ....... . 
Li ves tock .. ........... ... ........... . 
Mach in ery ......... .......... ...... . 
F eeds a nd supplies ... ...... . 
Total .............. , .......... .. . 
percent 
77 
15 
6 
2 
100 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
farllls ranclles ranches ranches 
percent 
72 
19 
6 
3 
100 
percent 
68 
23 
6 
3 
100 
percent 
58 
32 
5 
5 
100 ' 
percent 
60 
35 
4 
1 
100 
Part-
time 
farlns 
,percent 
78 
15 
6 
1 
100 
land to a considerable extent, which land was not included ' in 
their capital statement. For sheep ranches' the average was 60 
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percent of total capital in real estate and 35 percent in livestock 
as compared to 77 percent in real estate and 15 percent in 
livestock for the general farms (table 21). 
INDEBTEDNESS AND NET WORTH 
The operators of the' sheep ranches had the largest indebt-
edness with an average of $3,660 per ranch (table 22). The 
average for all other farm types, except beef ranches which was 
$2,116, was less than $1,000. The farms with the largest indebt-
edness had the largest net worth with an average of $16,546 
for the sheep ranches and $7,666 for the beef ranches. The 
average net worth per farm for general farms was only $2,338. 
Table 22 - Average net worth of farm operators in Reservation Area, 1935 
Mixed Part-
Itenl General D:liry livestock Beef Sheep tinle 
fnrlllS fanns runches ranches ranches farlns 
dollars dollars fiollan dollars dollars 'dollars 
Operator's investment in: 
R eal estate 
.. _---------- --- --- -
2,255 2,743 4,910 4,874 11,221 1,699 
Livestock 
-- -------- --------------
671 1,111 1,967 3,722 7,729 369 
Machinery 
---- ---.- -- ------- ----
287 330 513 564 943 144 
F eeds and supplies 
------
103 180 295 622 313 35 
Totul investlnent 
----------------
3,316 4,364 7,685 9,782 20,206 2,~47 
Indebtedn ess ................ ......... ... 978 735 768 2,116 3,660 289 
Net " -Ol'tlt 
-----.-------.-------
2,338 3,629 6,917 7,666 16,546 1,958 
Percent n et worth is of 
operator's investment 70 83 90 78 82 87 
Percent n e t worth is of 
total capital * .................. 47 63 80 66 67 78 
*Th e diffe r ence b tween the operator's investment and the total capital repre-
sents the average capital owned by landlords. 
The average net worth of the general farms was 70 percent 
of the operator's investment which was the lowest for any 
farm type. The mixed livestock farm operators owned the 
largest proportion of their total investment with 90 percent. 
They also owned the largest proportion of their total farm cap-
ital with 80 percent while the operators of the general farms 
owned only 47 percent which was the lowest for all farm types. 
Considering the economic status of agriculture in the basin, 
the amount of indebtedness is relatively small. However, it 
may be that certain debts for construction of canals by the 
federal government were not reported as there seems to be 
some uncertainty regarding their status. This would only apply 
on some farms. 
On every farm type except sheep ranches the maj or part 
of the indebtedness was secured by a mortgage (table 23). On 
most farm types notes were second in importance and other 
bills last. The Farm Credit Administration was the most 
important source of mortgage loans. Of 118 mortgages, 35 
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were with the Land Bank Commissioner, 26 with the Federal 
Land Bank, 24 with individuals, 8 with the State Land Board, 
and 6 with local banks. The others were with business corpor-
Table 23 - Form of indebtedness in the Reservation Area, 1935 
ForJu of debt Gen e rul 
farnlS 
dollars 
Mort gages _ ___ a _ ___ _ __ _ ________ _ ___ __ ___ 756 
Note s 
--------------.---------- --- -- ----------
11 8 
Other bills 
----- ------ -.---------.-.-_.-. 
1 04 
Tot:l] 
------------ ---------- -- -- .-----
978 
Amount per farm 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef S]leep 
furnls runches runches ranches 
dollars dollars dollars dollars 
564 569 1,298 1,708 
83 13 3 692 1,39 4 
88 66 126 55 8 
735 768 2 ,116 3.660 
Purt-
time 
fUl'Jus · 
dollars 
155 
38 
96 
289 
ations and other sources. Of 111 notes, 51 were government feed 
loans, 35 were with local banks, 9 with individuals, and the 
remainder with a variety of sources. Of 153 farmers having 
other bills outstanding, 90 were owing the county for delinquent 
taxes, 13 for doctor bills and 11 f or store bills. There was consid-
erable range in the rates of interest paid on both mortgages 
and notes, the average rate, however, on mortgages was 5.8 
percent and 6.4 percent on notes. 
These rates were relatively low in comparison with other 
areas when the general economic condition of the basin is taken 
into consideration. This results, no doubt, from the fact that 
a large proportion of the loans were from federal sources which 
had uniform interest rates. 
CROPS GROWN 
Approximately two-thirds of the cropped area was in alfalfa 
(table 24). The range was from 62 percent on dairy farms to 
80 percent on beef ranches. By far the larger part of the 
Table 24 - Average acreage per farm of crops grown in 
Reservation Area, 1935 
I i:illd o f crop Gen e l'al 
farlllS 
acres 
Alfalfa - h ay only 
-- ---- -. --- -- -. 
31. 3 
Ot h er h ay 
--- ------. ----- ------ ------ ---
.6 
Alfalfa seed 
---- -- --_ ._---- ----- ----
6 .5 
Wheat 
--.------- ------------- ---------- ---
5 .6 
Oats 
------- -------- -- --- --- --- --------------
3.2 
Barley 
._-- ---------- -- ---- .--- -- -------- --
.7 
Corn-grain 
-------------- -- --------
3.0 
Corn-silage 
----. __ .----- ------- --- - .4 
Corn-fodder 
---- -------- ---- ----_. 
1.1 
Potatoes .3 
Other-inciuiiing: --g:a:i:de ri ·· 1.1 
Total :I Cl'es o f crOIL ._ 53.S 
Acres doubl e c ropp ed , ____ _ . 1.4 
ACI' es o f hlud Cl'OIII)e (1 52.4 
*Less t h a n 0.05 a cres. 
l\lixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
fnrJus ranches ranches ranches 
acres acres acres acres 
29.1 31.6 75.5 43.7 
4.0 6 .1 1.9 1.3 
2.0 4.7 3.1 7. 3 
5 .7 6.2 6.5 3.5 
2.8 3.5 4.0 5 .3 
1.4 .8 2.4 .2 
1.2 1.8 .6 .4 
.5 .3 3.0 .5 
1.2 .6 .1 
.3 .3 .3 
.7 .9 .9 6.4 
48.9 56.8 98.3 68.6 
2.0 .4 
46.9 56.8 97.9 68.6 
,Mostly alfalfa seed a fter on e c utting of hay. 
Pal·t-
tlIue 
fUl'U1 S 
acres 
1 0 .7 
.5 
.4 
1. 8 
.7 
.1 
.8 
. 2 
.7 
.2 
.4 
16.5 
16.5 
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alfalfa acreage was used fo.r the pro.ductio.n o.f hay, the o.ther 
fo.r the pro.ductio.n o.f seed, the average acreage varying fro.m 
0.4 acres o.n part-time farms to. 7.3 acres o.n sheep farms. Many 
farms grew no. seed. On so.me farms o.ne cutting o.f hay was 
o.btained fro.m the alfalfa acreage which was then left fo.r seed, 
while o.n o.ther farms no. hay was cut o.n the acreage used fo.r 
seed pro.ductio.n. 
The remainder o.f the cro.Pped acreage was planted to. 
grains and o.ther fo.rage cro.Ps. Wheat was the mo.st impo.rtant 
grain cro.P, the acreage ranging fro.m 1.8 to. 6.5 acres per farm, 
with o.ats, co.rn fo.r grain, and barley fo.IIo.wing in that o.rder. 
Alfalfa seed was practically the o.nly cash cro.P gro.wn. Po.tato.es, 
fruits, and vegetables were gro.wn fo.r ho.me co.nsumptio.n only. 
CROP YIELDS 
The cro.P yield was very Io.w. The average yield o.f alfalfa 
hay was o.nly a little mo.re than o.ne to.n per acre as co.mpared 
to. an average o.f 2.5 fo.r the state fo.r the perio.d 1926-31 
(table 25). The yields o.f all o.ther majo.r cro.PS were in abo.ut 
the same pro.Po.rtio.n to. average state yields. 
Table 25 - Average acre yields of crops in the Reservation Area, 1935 
l{:ind of C.'Olt Uuit 
A lfa l fa -hay onl y .. .. T o n 
O th e r h ay .. .. ... ......... T o n 
A lfa.lfa seed .. ... ....... B u . W h eat ____ ________ ____ ____ ____ B u. 
Oats __ ____ __ ________________ __ __ B u. 
Barl ey ______ __________ __ __ __ B u . 
o rn-gr ain ____ ____ __ __ B u . 
o r n-silage ________ __ __ T o n 
Corn-fod der __________ T o n 
Potatoes ____ __ ______ __ ____ B u. 
r op index - Per c nt 
Gen-
eral 
farnls 
1. 3 
.8 
1. 5 
18.4 
21. 6 
24. 6 
9.5 
6.7 
5.9 
114.0 
51 
Dairy 
fnrlllS 
1. 5 
1.2 
1.6 
23. 5 
30.5 
25.5 
11.1 
6.7 
4. 8 
1 36.0 
64 
~lixed 
live-
stock 
rnll-
ches 
1. 6 
1. 8 
1. 9 
3 0.0 
34. 7 
39.2 
21. 3 
10.0 
4.2 
244 .0 
7 5 
Beef 
rnu-
ches 
1.3 
1. 8 
2.0 
26.4 
25 .8 
33.2 
1 7.2 
8.5 
1 2.5 
1 7 8.0 
6 2 
Slleelt 
run-
ches 
1. 2 
" 2:1 
37.0 
37.0 
25.0 
9.0 
5.8 
300.0 
60 
Pnrt-
time 
f:II:111S 
.9 
1.2 
3. 1 
20.2 
29.4 
23.6 
8.0 
7.6 
3.0 
118 .0 
46 
U tllll 
stnte 
yichls 
nver-
:age 
1926-
31 
2.5 
2.7 
30. 0 
38. 0 
40.0 
30.0 
9.4 
150 .0 
10 0 
The cro.P index calculated o.n the base o.f state average 
yields fo.r the perio.d 1926-31 equalling 100 pro.bably is the best 
measure of cro.P yields. These indexes are weighted by the acres 
o.f each cro.P gro.wn and also. by a cro.P intensity facto.r. This 
index fo.r part-time farms was 46, general farms 51, sheep 
ranches 60, beef ranches 62, dairy farms 64, and mixed livesto.ck 
farms 75. The livesto.ck farms tended to. have higher cro.P 
yields than did the general and part-time farms o.n which 
livesto.ck were less impo.rtant. This may be because o.f the 
greater amo.unt o.f manure which helped to. maintain So.il fer-
tility. 
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The extremely low crop yields are no doubt a result of a 
combination of factors among which the following are import-
ant: (1) quality of soil - much land was being used for crop 
production that is not adapted to this use;14 (2) inadequate 
water supply - more land was being cultivated than the 
normal water supply will care for ; 15 and (3) cropping practices 
particularly as they affect alfalfa hay. Alfalfa is seldom rotated 
frequently and, as a result of drought, the stand of plants in 
many fields was very thin during the past few years. 
As will be shown in detail later, crop yields are very im-
portant in their effect upon farm profits in the Uinta Basin. 
FARM RECEIPTS 
The farm receipts per farm ranged from $208 for part-
time farms to $5,766 for sheep ranches (table 26). The average 
receipts for general farms were $759, dairy farms $994, mixed 
livestock farms $1,455, and beef ranches $1,551. Much of the 
difference in the total receipts is accounted for by the difference 
in the size of the farm businesses. Sheep ranches, it should be 
remembered, have many more acres of land, livestock, and 
capital invested in the farm business. 
Table 26 - A vel'age farm receipts. per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
Source of receipts Generul 
fU:t·IIlS 
do llars 
r op sal es 
-------. ----- --- -------- ----
1 96 
L ivestock p r odu c t s so ld .... 180 
Ne t increase of li ves t ock 1 24 
M iscella n eo u s 
-- --------- ------- ----
174 
I n c r eased inventory o f 
f eed s a nd s uppli es .-- - 85 
lUixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheet) 
Purt-
tiJne 
fnrlllS fnrJus ranches rUllches rUllches 
dollars dollars dollars do llars 'dollars 
96 172 11 8 1 31 35 
419 450 232 1,926 55 
269 63 1 993 3,33 7 66 
110 112 1 28 285 17 
100 90 80 87 35 
Total fnrm reCeil)ts... . 759 9lH 1,455 1,551 5,766 208* 
*Does n ot in c lud e th e incom e for work away fr o m th e f a rm unl ess f a rm 
h orses, m achine r y, o r eq ui p m e nt was u sed . 
For every farm type except general, the sale of livestock 
products and the net increase of livestock amounted to more 
than 50 percent of the total receipts. These sources accounted 
for 91 percent of the total on sheep ranches, 79 percent on 
beef ranches, 74 percent on mixed livestock farms, 69 percent 
on dairy farms, 58 percent on part-time farms, and 40 percent 
on general farms. 
The income from miscellaneous sources was important on 
all types of farms but especially on general farms where it 
made up 23 percent of the total receipts. This income con-
sisted almost entirely of wages for work away from the farm. 
For full-time farms all work away from the farm was included 
14- U npublish e d d a t a , Dept. o f A g ronomy a nd Soils, U t a h Agr. Exp. Sta. 
1 5- U npublishe d d a t a, D e pt. o f Irr igati o n a nd Dra in age, U t a h Agr . Exp. Sta. 
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as a farm receipt regardless of the nature of the work. Relief 
grants that were worked out, work for other farmers, work on 
construction projects either single-handed or with team are 
included. A considerable part of the work was associated with 
relief appropriations in some way. 
The value of crops received by landlords as share-crop 
rent is included in crop sales. This on the average makes up 
nearly 20 percent of the crop sales. 
FARM EXPENSES 
Aside from the part-time farms, which had total farm 
expenses of only $284, the total farm expenses ranged from $665 
for general farms to $3,688 for sheep ranches (table 27). For 
all farm types except sheep, the current cash expenses made up 
about 70 percent, decreased inventories about 7 percent, and 
unpaid labor 23 percent of the total farm expenses. For sheep 
ranches the current cash expenses were 84 percent, decreased 
inventories 4 percent, and unpaid labor 12 percent of the total. 
Table 27 - Average farm expenses per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
Mixed Part-
Nature of expense General Duiry livestocl~ Becf Sheep tiIlle 
farDls fnrnls runches ranches rnnc]les farlns 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Current cash 
._----------------------
445 518 705 955 3,09 9 211 
Decreased inventories* 
----
46 53 80 68 156 22 
Unpaid labort .... _---- .--_._--- --_._- 174 154 246 370 433 51 
Total expenses ............ 665 725 I,O:U 1,393 3,688 284 
*Depreciation on buildings, machinery, and equipment. 
tEstimated by the operator at what the l a bor would have cost if hired. 
The total current cash expenses per farm varied from $211 
for part-time farms to $3,099 for sheep ranches (table 28). 
The sheep ranch was the only-type of farm to have current cash 
expenses of as much as $1,000. 
Table 28 - Current cash farm expenses per farm in Reservation Area, 1935 
Kind of expense General 
fnrlllS 
Hired labor ....... _ ............... _ .. 
Custom work * ............... _ .. . 
Feeds purchased ....... _ ....... . 
Seeds and plants ... ....... . _ ... . 
State and county taxes._ ... _ 
Water taxes ............ ...... ..... . 
Buildings and machinery 
Supplies and services .. .. _ ... 
Fees and stock pasturet .. 
Auto-farm share _ .... _ ....... . 
Truck and tractor .. _. _ .. _ ... _ .. 
Other ....... _ .... _ ..... _ ..... .. ... . _ ... _ .. 
Total furnl expense ... . 
dollars 
49 
24 
93 
20 
66 
86 
27 
7 
16 
25 
15 
17 
445 
lllixed 
Duiry livestock Beef Sheep 
f:u·lus rnllclles r:1I1chcs runches 
dollars 
60 
27 
136 
16 
77 
81 
20 
14 
24 
27 
22 
14 
518 
dollars 
92 
35 
162 
19 
110 
80 
36 
18 
57 
49 
28 
19 
705 
dollars 
222 
39 
127 
13 
13 2 
133 
68 
23 
102 
67 
2 
27 
955 
dollars 
889 
239 
637 
22 
466 
74 
151 
55 
292 
55 
145 
74 
3.099 
Pnrt-
tiJlle 
farlus 
'!Jollars 
12 
8 
57 
10 
35 
44 
10 
5 
5 
10 
3 
12 
211 
*Includes binding, threshing, baling, planting, hauling, and sheep shearing_ 
tlncludes organization fe es, grazing f ees, and stock pastured_ (Mostly 
grazing fees_) 
A STUDY OF FARM ORGANIZATION 35 
On every type of farm, hired labor (including custom work), 
livestock 'feeds (including grazing fees and stock pasture), 
and taxes (land and water) amounted to 75 percent or more 
of the total current cash expenses (table 29). The variation was 
from 75 percent on general farms to 84 percent on the sheep 
ranches. Hired labor alone ranged from 10 percent of the 
total on part-time farms to 36 percent on sheep ranches. Live-
stock feeds ranged from 24 percent on beef ranches to 31 per-
cent on dairy and mixed livestock farms. Taxes ranged from 
18 percent on sheep ranches to 37 percent on part-time farms. 
The range in the percentage that state and county taxes alone 
were of the total was only from 14 percent on beef ranches to 
17 percent on part-time farms. 
Table 29 - Percentage that selected items of expense were of total 
current cash expense on farms in Reservation Area, 1935 
~lixed 
Ii:ind of expense General 
farnlS 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
fanlls ranches ranches ranches 
L a bor* ____ ___ __ _______ _____ ______ ________ _ 
Livestock f eed t _____ ________ __ __ _ 
T axes :!: ___ _____ ________ ____ _____ ___ _____ __ _ 
Total __ ____ ___ _____ __ __ ________ __ _ _ 
Oth e r __ __ __ ___ _______ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ _ 
Totul current 
percent 
16 
25 
34 
7 5 
25 
percent 
17 
31 
30 
78 
22 
percent 
18 
3.1 
27 
76 
24 
percent 
27 
24 
28 
79 
21 
c :lsh eXl)e n Se ________ 100 100 100 100 
"' Inc lud es h ired labor a nd c u stom work. 
t Inc lud es f eeds p u r ch ased a n d f ees a n d stock p a s t ured _ 
:t:In c lud es s t a t e and co unty a nd wate r taxe s_ 
percent 
36 
30 
18 
84 
16 
100 
Part-
time 
farms 
percent 
10 
29 
37 
76 
24 
100 
The value of unpaid labor amounted to 26 percent of the 
total farm expenses on general and beef farms (table 30). On 
sheep ranches it was about 12 percent. The ratio of current 
Table 30 - Percentage that selected items of expense were of other factors 
for farms in Reservation Area, 1935 
Mixed 
Item Gener al 
farDlS 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
funns ranches ranches ranches 
Curren t cash expen s e percent percent percent percen t 
i s of t otal expen se _____ _ 66.9 71.4 68.4 68.6 
Decreas e inven tory is 
of tota l e x p en s e ________ 6.9 7.2 7.8 4.9 
Value unpa id la b or is 
of total expe n se ________ 26.2 21. 3 23_8 26.5 
Current cash expen s e 
is of capital ____ .. __________ 8.9 8.9 8. 2 8.3 
Curre n t cas h exp en s e __ 
is of r eceipts __ ____________ 58.6 52.1 48.5 61.6 
Total exp en se is of 
r eceip ts ________________ __________ 87.6 72 .9 70 .8 89 .8 
State a nd county t axes 
are o f capital __ __ ____ ______ 1. 3 1.3 1.3 1.1 
percent 
84.0 
4.2 
11_8 
12.5 
53.7 
64.0 
1.9 
Part-
time 
farms 
percent 
74.3 
7.7 
18.0 
. 8.4 
101.~ 
136.~ 
1.4 
cash expenses to total capital was between 8 and 9 percent for 
every type of farm except sheep ranches on which it was 12.5 
percent. The current cash expenses were slightly more than 
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50 percent of the -total farm receipts for most farm types. For 
mixed livestock ranches they were 48.5 percent, while for part-
time farms they were more than 100 percent of farm receipts. 
The value of farm privileges is not included as a farm receipt. 
The percentage that state and county taxes were of total capital 
was very nearly the same for most farm types. Sheep operators 
paid 1.88 percent of their capital as taxes which was the highest 
of any group. IS The operators of beef ranches paid the least 
with 1.14 percent. The percentages paid for other farm types 
are similar, 1.28 for mixed livestock farms, 1.32 for general 
farms, 1.33 for dairy farms, and 1.39 for part-time farms. 
MEASURES OF FARM SUCCESS 
Profits from farming may be measured in many ways. 
Subtracting the farm expenses from the farm receipts gives 
the amount that is left to pay the operator for his labor and 
management and for the capital invested in the business. For 
the farm types studied in the Reservation Area of Uinta Basin 
this figure varied from minus $76 for part-time farms to $2,078 
for sheep ranches (table 31). 
Table 31 - Measures of success of farms in Reservation Area, 1935 
IteliJ. G t>ner ul 
f :lrlllS 
do llars 
To t a l rece ipts 
-- -- ---- -- ---- ----- .--
759 
Total expen s e s 
----------- ---------
665 
Retu r n f rom capital a n d 
operators l a bor 
------ ----
94 
I n t e res t on cap ita l 
-- -- ----- ---
249 
Labor income _____ ___ ____ ______ ___ _ - 155 
Val u e far m pri v i 1 eges __ ______ 336 
L a bor ear n in gs ___ ____ ___________ __ 181 
M ixefl 
Dniry lh' e stoc k Bee f S h eep 
furnls rllllc h es rnnches rnnches 
dollars dollars dollars do llars 
994 1,455 1,551 5,766 
725 1,031 1,393 3,688 
269 424 158 2,078 
290 430 57 7 1,238 
- 21 -6 -41 9 840 
346 445 409 395 
325 439 - 10 1,235 
PUl.,t-
tinle 
{nrlllS 
dollars 
208 
284 
- 76 
126 
- 202 
214 
12 
Another way of measuring profits is to calculate the return 
for the operator's labor and management by deducting interest 
charges on the total capital. The result is called labor income. 
The average labor income for the farms studied in the Reserva-
tion Area varied from minus $419 for the beef ranches to $840 
for sheep ranches. The labor income for every farm type except 
sheep was a minus quantity. This means that the farm receipts 
were insufficient to pay all expenses and interest on capital. 
In addition to labor income the farmer had a house to 
live in and certain farm products for use of his family. The 
use of the house and the farm products supplied to the family, 
16- 0ne of t h e r easons for t h is m a y be b ecause t h ey, more t h a n a ny oth e r 
type of farm ers , a r e u s in g fo r e s t a nd p u b li c domain land in w h ich t h ev 
h ave n o cap i tal invested, a n d o n w hi c h t h ey pay no taxe s , Assessors 
m ay t a k e t h is in to acco u nt in assess ing t h eir s h eep_ 
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called farm privileges, were valued at $214 on the part-time 
farms and $445 on the mixed livestock farms; general farms, 
$336; dairy farms, $346; sheep ranches, $395; and beef ranches, 
$409. When these values are added to the labor income the 
result is called labor earnings. The average labor earnings 
varied f r om minus $10 for beef ranches to $1,235 for sheep 
ranches. Beef ranches were the only type with minus labor 
earnings. 
Regardless of the measure of profits used the sheep ranches 
were by far the most profitable, attributable no doubt, to the 
larger size businesses and also to the fact that this type of 
farming is better adapted to basin conditions than many o.ther 
types. The price of wool, which in 1935 was somewhat more 
favorable than the prices of many other commodities, may also 
have been a factor. It should be clearly understood also that 
the factors of size of business and price fluctuations make 
for greater losses when conditions are unfavorable as well as 
for greater profits when conditions are favorable. Further-
more, it should be clearly understood that not all of the farmers 
of the basin could go into. the sheep business and be successful. 
Adequate resources are not available for that even if all farmers 
were capable of organizing and operating a sheep ranch, which 
they probably are not. 
A more detailed discussion of the factors affecting the 
variation in the profits of the several farm types will be dis-
cussed later. 
Although not primarily a measure of the success of the 
farm business, the total income to the farm family is valuable 
as a measure of the social well-being of the people who live 
on the farm. The total income to the families on general farms 
Table 32 - Total average income to operators' family on farms 
in the Reservation Area, 1935 
M ixe d Purt-
Ite.lll Gell e rnl D:liry Ihre s toe k Bee f Sheel) thue 
f :l rlns f urlllS runclles runcltes runcltes ftu'JUS 
dollars do lla rs dollars do l/ars dollars dollars 
Op e rator's labor in com .. -108 6 -45 -262 714 - 193 
Valu of unpa id laboL ..... 174 15 4 246 370 433 51 
Inte l' st on operator's 
eq uity* ... ....... ...... .. ... ... .. 202 252 384 473 976 11 3 
Farm privilege s 
.. _------ --------. 336 346 445 409 395 214 
e t in c om e o th r 
tha n farm t __ __ e __ • _ _ ___ _ ____ 57 20 110 36 96 299 
Olle.l'u t or's fnnlily 
iucoJile 
---------------- ----
661 778 1,14 0 1,026 2,614 48 4 
"' Inte l' st on o p e r a tor's quity in the farm bus in ss in c l uded as an expe n se in 
th e a l ula tion of l a bor in c ome. 
i'Incl u c1e s n t in com e from property o th er tha n t h at in c lude d in t h e farm b u s i-
n ss, g ifts, a s istan c from t h e D partm ent of P u b il e W e lfar e other th a n 
work r e l ie f, and a ll oth e r sou r ces unassociated w i t h t h e farm b u siness, 
For p a rt - tim f a rm it a lso in c lud es work done away f r om th e fa rm. It is 
quit pl'ob a b l t h a t t h e f ull inco me from investments a nd o u tr ig h t re lief 
w as not r e porte d. 
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was $661 (table 32). This includes the value of the farm 
produce used by the family and the rental value of the house 
in which the family lives. Omitting farm privileges, the total 
income was only $325. The families of the part-time farmers, 
however, had even less, only $270. The families 01 the operators 
of sheep ranches had total incomes of $2,614 which was con-
siderably larger than the income for any other type of farm. 
The total income of the operator's family, exclusive of the 
value of farm privileges is the amount available for the pur-
chase of food, clothing, household equipment, supplies, and 
maintenance, health needs, educational and cultural require-
ments, church and charitable contributions, additions to the 
farm capital, the reduction of the indebtedness, savings, and 
all other purposes for which the family has need for money. 
Obviously, the amounts received by most families were too small 
to adequately meet all the family needs. 
Farms in Ashley Valley17 
It should be kept in mind in interpreting the following data 
that the samples of dairy farms and beef farms contain only 
6 records each, and that the data for the mixed livestock type 
of farms are the average of only 3 records. These samples are 
too small to justify placing great reliance on the data presented 
for these types. Dairy cattle were kept on nearly all farms in 
Ashley Valley. Many farms also kept a few beef cattle. How-
ever, in most cases the dairy and the beef enterprises were so 
small in comparison with the other enterprises that they were 
classified as general rather than as specialized dairy farms or 
beef ranches. 
FARM RESOURCES 
The total acres of land per farm ranged from 25.6 for part-
time farms to 2,788.4 for sheep ranches (table 33). Most of the 
land .owned by the sheep operators was range land. Beef ranches 
and mixed livestock farms had 801.7 and 453.3 acres of range 
land, respectively. General farms had an average of 9.8 acres. 
The specialized livestock farms, also, had the largest acreage 
of farm pasture. The acreage of cropped land per farm varied 
from 14 for part-time farms to 73.2 for beef ranches. General 
farms had 50.1, dairy 39.0, mixed livestock 61.3, and sheep 
ranches 48.7 acres. General farms had an average of 9.5 acres 
and mixed livestock farms an average of 9.2 acres of idle crop-
land, while sheep ranches had no cropland idle. The acreage 
of idle cropland on the other farm types was small. 
17- F o r l ocation of Ashley Valley see fig 2, p. ~ . 
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Table 33 - Land acreage per farm in Ashley Vaney~ 1935 
Mixed Part-
Class of land Generul Dairy livestock Beef Sheep time 
tarnls furlllS *· ran(!Jles '" ranches * rancbes farms 
acres acres acres acres acres acres 
Cropped land ~ ..... ---- -----.---- -- 50 .1 39.0 61.3 73 .2 48.7 14.0 
Idle cropland 
--- -.-._-- -----._.--- --- 9.5 1.2 9.2 1.5 1.3 
Irrigated plowable pasture 8.5 14.0 36.5 2.2 
Irrigated non-plowable 
pasture 
--------------------------
13.9 24.1 66.7 72.9 5.5 
Dry pasture 
-------- -- --------------
12.4 39 .0 116.5 37.2 41.3 .9 
Range 
-------_._----- ----- ----------------
9.8 453.3 801.7 2,658.8 
Farmstead _ ___ e __ ___ __ __ • _____________ 2.5 4.3 1.3 3.1 2.6 1.0 
Other l a nd 
----------- -- ----._.------- -
7.3 14.2 2.2 .5 .7 
Total acreage 
--------------
114.0 121.8 722.3 991.8 2,788.4 25.6 
*Based on too f ew records for these data to b e w holly reliable. F or number 
of farms in each t y pe see table 16, page ____ ___ _ .
The percentage of farms of each type that kept .the various 
kinds of livestock was nearly the same in the Ashley Valley as 
it was in the Reservation Area (table 34). One of the largest 
differences was in the percentage of general farms which kept 
beef cattle. The larger percentage was in Ashley Valley. Nearly 
all farms kept small numbers of dairy cows, chickens, and 
horses. 
Table 34 - Percentage of farms in Ashley Valley that kept 
various kinds of livestock, 1935 
Kind of livestock Gcneral 
f:.lrnlS 
percent 
Dairy cows ___ ___ __ __ ______ ___ _ 100 
Other dairy cattle ._______ 90 
Beef cows __ _____ _ .___ ____ __ .__ __ _ 25 
Other beef cattle _____ .__ __ 33 
Sheep . ___ .__________ _____ ____ ____ ____ 33 
Horses _____ ___ _____ __ __ ____ _______ __ 98 
Brood sows ____ __ .____ ___ ____ __ 62 
Other hogs ___ __________ _______ __ 87 
Chickens . ___ ____ ____ .___ ____ __ __ __ 98 
Turkeys ____ ______ ____ __ ____ ___ ___ 28 
lUlxed 
Duiry livestock Beef Sheep 
fa rIllS * ranches * ranchcs* rancbes 
percent 
100 
100 
17 
33 
50 
100 
67 
83 
100 
o 
percent 
100 
67 
67 
67 
67 
100 
33 
o 
100 
o 
percent 
83 
33 
100 
100 
17 
100 
17 
67 
100 
17 
percent 
82 
82 
36 
36 
100 
100 
36 
45 
91 
9 
*Based on too fe w records for these d ata to be wholly r e liabl e . 
Part-
time 
fanns 
percent 
100 
94 
6 
6 
6 
76 
35 
59 
100 
6 
The sheep ranches with an average of 351 animal units per 
farm had by far the most livestock (table 35). The mixed 
livestock farms, with an average of 166.9 animal units, were 
next in number of livestock, beef cattle and sheep both being 
important on these farms. Beef ranches had 159.5 animal units, 
most of which were beef cattle. Dairy farms had 21.9 animal 
units, general farms 17.8, and part-time farms 5.3. Farms of 
all types kept the necessary number of horses to do the farm 
and range work. 
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Table 35 - Number of livestock per farm in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Kind of livestock General 
farnIs 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
farnIs* ranches* ranches* ranches 
number number number number number 
D ai r y cow s ............ ........ 4.2 
O t h e r d a iry ca ttle ........ 3.2 
B eef c o w s ...................... .. 2.8 
O t h e r b eef c a ttle ........ 3.6 
Sheep ...... ........................ 9.1 
Hors e s a nd colts .......... 4.5 
Hogs ................................ 3.4 
Chic k e ns .. ...................... 27 .2 
Tur k eys .......................... 12.7 
Total animal units 17.8 
8.4 
8.4 
.8 
2.6 
12.9 
3.7 
2.9 
27 .9 
21.9 
8.3 
.7 
61.3 
37.4 
335.6 
11.8 
.5 
48. 6 
166.9 
2.6 
.2 
100.5 
77.4 
18.8 
1 2.6 
.7 
3 8.0 
7.7 
3.3 
1.7 
12.1 
12.1 
1,566.8 
14.6 
2.4 
27.7 
6.1 
351.0 
*Based on t oo f ew r ecords f or thes e d a ta to b e w holly r e liable. 
CAPITAL 
Part-
tiDIe 
farDIs 
number 
1.9 
1.2 
.5 
.1 
.2 
1.6 
1.0 
24.6 
1.8 
The total capital per fann as reported by the fann operators 
ranged from $2,481 for part-time farms to $32,676 for sheep 
ranches (table 36). Total capital includes the investment in 
all the real estate, livestock, machinery, and feeds and supplies 
usen by the fann operator in his business regardless of owner-
ship. The total capital of the mixed livestock farms and beef 
ranches was about the same being $18,642 and $19,353, respec-
tively. The general and dairy farms had about the same amount 
of capital with $7,678 for the general and $7,778 for the dairy 
fanns. Part-time farms had much less than any of the other 
fann types. 
Table 36 - Capital investment per farm in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Mixed Part-
Kiml of capital General Dairy livestock Beef Sheep time 
fnrDI S farms * rnnches * rnnches * rnnches fnrnls 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Real esta t e ---......... --........ 6,201 5, 98 6 9, 710 1 0,277 18,1 26 2,110 
Livestoc k .-........ --......... _-- 871 1,1 28 7,326 7,622 1 3,041 ' 222 
Machiner y 
's'tippEe;:::::::: 381 367 831 350 1,066 109 F eed s a nd 225 297 77 5 1,1 04 443 40 
Total capital ..... ... .. 7,678 7,778 18,642 19,353 32,676 2,4 81 
*Based on too f e w r ecords fo r these d a t a t o b e w h olly reliabl e . 
The proportion of, the total investment in machinery, feeds 
and supplies did not vary greatly among the different farm 
types (table 37). The variation in the proportion of the total 
that was invested in real estate and in livestock, however, was 
considerable. On the part-time farms 85 percent of the capital 
was in real estate and 9 percent in livestock, while oil the sheep 
ranches only 56 percent was in real estate whereas 40 percent 
was in livestock. The distribution of capital on the "general and 
dairy farms was similar to the distribution of part-time fanns 
while on the mixed/ livestock and beef ranches it was similar to 
the distribution on the sheep ranches. 
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Table 37 - Percentage distribution of total capital in farms in 
. Ashley Valley, 1935 
Mixed Part-
Kind of capital General Dairy livestock Beef Sheep tilne 
farnJ.s farnJ.s * ranches * ranches * ranches fanns 
percent percent percent percent percent percent 
Real estate 
.. ~ ...... -- ---------- 81 77 52 53 56 85 
Livestock 
------------------_ .. .. _--
11 14 40 39 40 9 
Machinery 
.. _------ -- .... _--------
5 5 4 2 3 4 
Feed and supplies 
--------
3 4 4 6 1 2 
Total capital 
----------
100 100 100 100 100 100 
·Based on too f ew r ecords for these d a ta t o be w holly r e lia bl e . 
INDEBTEDNESS AND NET WORTH 
The operator's indebtedness per farm ranged from the 
part-time farms with $390 to the sheep ranches with $6,502 
·(table 38). Notwithstanding the larger indebtedness the sheep 
operators had a net worth of $19,954 which was considerably 
larger than for any other farm type. 
Table 38 - Net worth of farm operators in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Item. 
Operator's investment 
in: 
General 
farIDs 
dollars 
Real e state ................. _. 4,114 
Livestock ............... ....... .. 856 
Machinery ,.. .................... 345 
F eeds and suppli es ...... 225 
TotaJ investment.... 5,.1)40 
Indebtedn ess ............. ..... 1,219 
. Net worth . ........ ... .. 4,321 
Percent net worth is 
. of operator's 
investment ...... ....... . 
Percent net worth is 
of total capitalt ... .. . 
78 
56 
Mbed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
fnnns * ranches* rancJles * ranches 
dollars 
4,635 
1,128 
359 
297 
6,419 
1,075 
5,344 
83 
69 
dollars 
9,710 
7, 326 
831 
775 
18,642 
4,000 
14,642 
79 
79 
dollars 
8,309 
7,622 
350 
1,104 
17,385 
3,121 
14,264 
82 
74 
dollars 
11,906 
13,041 
1,066 
443 
26,456 
6,502 
19,954 
75 
61 
·Based on too few r ecords for these d a t a to be wholl y r e lia bl e . 
Part-
. tilDe 
fanns 
dollars 
1,873 
222 
109 
40 
2,244 
390 
1,854 
83 
75 
tThe difference between the operator's investment a nd the total capital rep-
resents th e avera g e amount o w ned b y landlor ds. 
The percentage that the net worth was of the total oper-
. ator's investment was 'similar for all farm types, ranging from 
75 on sheep farms to 83 on dairy and part-time farms. The 
variation was greater in the proportion that the operator's net 
WQrth was of total investment, which ranged from 56 percent 
on· general farms to 79 percent on mixed livestock farms. This 
indicates that the general farmers were operating a larger pro-
portion of leased capital than the operators of any other farm 
type. 
A larger proportion of the total indebtedness in Ashley Val-
ley was in mortgages than was the case in the Reservation 
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Area (table 39). Although the total indebtedness was larger 
the amount in the form of notes and other bills was less. The 
most important source of mortgage credit was individuals who 
supplied 21 of the 64 mortgages. The next was the Federal 
Land Bank with 18, the Farm Loan Commissioner with 8, and 
the local banks with 7. The local banks supplied 19 of the 35 
notes, while 8 were government feed loans and 6 were from 
individuals. As in the Reservation Area most of the other bills 
were delinquent taxes. This accounted for 27 out of 52. Doctor 
bills accounted for 8 and storekeepers only 3. The average rate 
of interest paid on mortgages in Ashley Valley was 5.8 per-
cent, the same as in the Reservation Area. However, the rate 
on notes averaged 7.4 or 1 percent higher than in the other 
area. The highest interest rates on mortgages were paid by 
part-time farmers with an average of 9.1 percent and the 
lowest by general farmers with 5.3 percent. A larger pro-
portion of the mortgages on general farms were from federal 
sources. The highest interest paid on notes were by part-time 
farmers with 7.9 while sheep men paid only 5.5 percent which 
was the lowest. 
Table 39 - Form of indebtedness in the Ashley Valley, 1935 
Mixed Part-
FoI'Dl of debt G e neral Dairy lives tock Beef Sheep time 
f llnns f:I1'111S* rUllehes* rallches * ranches farms 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Mortgages 
----.- .. _-_.-- -. _-- --- 1,095 927 4,000 3,042 6,284 298 
Note s 
-- ---.. _-- --- --- -- -. -- ----- --- _. 74 129 17 100 30 
Oth e r bills 
-- -._------- -.-------- 50 19 62 118 62 
Total 
-------------- -- --------
1,219 1,075 4,000 3,121 6 ,502 300 
*Bas ed on too f ew r ecords for t h ese d ata to be w h olly r e liab l e, 
CROPS GROWN 
Slightly more than one-half of the total acreage of crops 
was in alfalfa (table 40). On the mixed livestock farms it was 77 
percent while on the part-time farms it was only 46 percent 
of the total crop acreage. For all other farm types it was more 
than 50 but less than 60 percent. Other forage crops and 
grains made up most of the remainder of the crop acreage, 
wheat and oats having the largest acreage on most farm types. 
Other hay, mostly wild hay and thistles cut for hay, amounted 
to 19.5 acres on the beef farms. Most farms grew some corn 
for use as grain, silage, or fodder, but the acreage was small. 
The acreage used for potatoes, garden and fruit crops was also 
small, these being produced largely for consumption on the 
farm. 
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Table 40 - Crops grown in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Crop General 
farJJIS 
acres 
Alfalfa hay. ........... ......... 25 .8 
Other hay ____ ____ __ ____ __ . __ __ . 1.8 
Alfalfa seed __ . __ __ ______ .. ____ . 1.0 
Wheat __ ____ __ ______ __ __ ____ .. __ ____ 7.2 
Oats ____ ____ __ ____ __ __ ______ __ __ __ ____ 7.5 
Barley ____ __ ____ ______ __ ____________ 2.5 
Corn-grain ... . ____ __ . . __ ______ 1.5 
Corn-sil~ge __ . ______ . __ .. __ __ .7 
Corn-fodde r __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ .9 
Potatoes ... __ .. . ______ .. ..... __ . .. .3 
Other incl uding garde n 1.1 
Total Ilcres 
of crops ______ . __ __ . 50.3 
Double croppe d __ . __ ____ __ . .2 
Acres used 
for crops __________ 50.1 
Average acreuge IJer fann 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
farms * rUJJcltes * ranches* ranches 
acres 
20.6 
2.1 
4.0 
.7 
2.3 
2.0 
2.2 
1.2 
.2 
3.7 
39.0 
39.0 
acres 
47 .3 
2.0 
2.6 
4.6 
2.6 
1.0 
.7 
.3 
.2 
61.3 
61.3 
acres 
38.5 
19.5 
3.8 
8.2 
.8 
1.5 
.2 
.7 
73.2 
73.2 
acres 
28.3 
4.5 
7 .3 
3.7 
1. 8 
.2 
1. 8 
1.1 
48.7 
48.7 
*Base d on too f e w r ecords for the s e data to be wholly r e liable. 
CROP YIELDS 
Purt-
time 
fllrllls 
acres 
6.4 
.7 
3.3 
.8 
.8 
.3 
.3 
.1 
1.3 
14.0 
14.0 
43 
Crop yields on the Ashley Valley farms wel'e uniformly 
higher than on the farms of the western part of the basin. The 
lowest crop index was 81 which was for part-time farms (table 
41). Beef ranches had the highest index which was 109. All 
other farm types had a crop index; between 90 and 100. The 
yields of most crops on which the sample was large enough to be 
representative was not greatly different from the state average 
except that the yield of CODl for grain was uniformly low. 
Table 41 - Crop yields in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Crop Unit 
Alfalfa hay __ ________ __ Tons 
Other hay Tons 
Alfalfa seed __ __ __ . __ . Bu. 
Wheat ________ . __ ______ __ __ . Bu. 
Oats . __ ____________ ____ . __ __ __ Bu. 
Barley ________ __ ____ __ .. .. Bu. 
Corn-grain .... ______ Bu. 
Corn-silage . __ .. .. __ . T o n s 
Corn-fodde r . ____ __ . T o ns 
Potatoes __ . __ ____ .. ...... . Bu. 
Crop iudex-Percent 
A verllge yields per Ilcre 
Gen- Dairy f:~~S farms * 
2.0 
2.4 
3.3 
33.0 
40 .0 
48.0 
18.0 
11.4 
4.6 
132.0 
03 
2.0 
1.5 
38.0 
26.0 
49.0 
13.0 
10.8 
3.6 
227.0 
90 
Mixed 
live-
stock 
rlln-
ches* 
2.5 
3.0 
44.0 
44.0 
41.0 
24.0 
13.3 
10.0 
175.0 
100 
Beef 
ran-
ches* 
2.9 
1.6 
34 .0 
48.0 
7.0 
5.6 
16 8.0 
109 
Sheep 
ran-
ches 
2.5 
27 .0 
41.0 
40 .0 
12.0 
15.0 
5.4 
96 
*Base d on too f e w r eco rds fo r t h e s e d a t a to b e wholly r e liable . 
FARM RECEIPTS 
Pllrt-
time 
farms 
1.7 
2. 1 
29 .0 
42.0 
27 .0 
20. 0 
5.7 
116.0 
81 
Aver-
age 
stllte 
yields 
1926-
31 
2.5 
2.7 
30.0 
3 .0 
40. 0 
30.0 
9.4 
150 .0 
100 
The total farm receipts were largest on the sheep ranches 
wjth an average of $6,218 (table 42). The average receipts on 
part-time farms were only $215 . . For every farm type except 
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general, the sale of livestock products and the net increase of 
livestock amounted to more than 50 percent of the tO'tal receipts. 
These sources accounted for only 32 percent on the general 
farms but 98 percent on sheep ranches, 95 percent on beef 
ranches, 89 percent on mixed livestock farms, 67 percent 
on dairy farms, and 50 percent on part-time farms. Miscellan-
eous sources, largely work away from the farm, were relatively 
most important on the general farms, as were also crop sales 
and increases in the feed and supply inventory. Except for the 
beef ranches all farm types had an increase in feed inventory. 
This was no doubt because of the drought of 1934 which resulted 
in very small crops causing the feed supply to be smaller than 
normal at the beginning of 1935. 
Table 42 - Receipts per farm in Ashley Valley. 1935 
Average amount per farm 
Mixed Part-
Source of receipts General Dairy livestock Beef Sheep time 
farms farms * l'anclles* ranches * ranches farms 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Crop sales 
--- -------------------
399 163 138 120 60 i6 
Livestock products sold 135 314 668 68 3,117 64 
Net increase 
of livestock ____ e o_ eo _e. 214 274 2,343 2,689 2,966 44 
Misce llaneous 
----------------
134 18 52 27 19 16 
Increased inventory of 
fe eds and supplies __ 198 110 200 2 56 35 
'I'otal farm. l'eceipis 1,080 879 3,401 2,906 6,218 215 
*Bas ed on too few records for data on these farm types to be wholly reliable. 
FARM EXPENSES 
Total farm expenses are shown in table 43. The proportion 
that the current cash expense was of the total ranged from 64 
percent for the part-time farms to 88 for the beef ranches. 
Unpaid labor amounted to' 25 percent of the total on the general 
Table 43 - Farm expenses in Ashley Valley. 1935 
A vel-age amount per farm 
Nature of expense Mixed Part-General Dairy livestock Beef Sheep time 
farms farms * ranches* ranches * ranches farms 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Current cash 463 339 1,196 1,217 3,734 146 
D ecreased in ventori-~-s-f 56 44 70 52 198 28 
Unpaid labort 
-----.------- ---
171 83 240 116 364 56 
Total farm expense 600 466 1,506 1,385 4,296 -23O 
*Based on too f ew r ecords for data on these types of farms to be wholly 
reliable. 
tDepreciation on buildings, machinery, and equipment. 
tEstimated by the operator at what the labor would have cost if hired_ 
farms but only 8 percent on the beef and sheep ranches. The 
total current cash expenses varied from $146 for part-time 
farms to $3,7-34 for sheep ranches (table 44). . 
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Table 44 - Current cash farm expenses in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Aillouut per fanll 
I(:ind of expense Mixed Purt-General Duiry livestock Beef Sheep thlle 
furms farnls * ranches* ranches * ranches famls 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Hired labor 
------------.. _-- .--
63 16 302 472 1,577 13 
Custom work 
---- ... _-- --------
57 28 59 49 372 14 F eeds purch a s ed __ __ __ __ __ __ 80 51 146 290 741 35 
Seeds a nd pla nts 21 20 33 11 8 7 
State and county taxes 97 87 109 157 401 33 Water t a x es ____ ______ __________ 34 14 20 22 25 11 
Buildings and 
machinery 31 45 78 22 94 5 
Supplie s a nd s e rvices ___ _ 19 16 32 37 75 4 
Fee s and stoc k pasture 17 25 281 75 155 5 
Auto-farm share 22 23 30 51 40 11 
Truck and trac t o r __ _____ _ 9 34 166 
Other 
.--------- -----------._.------- -
13 14 72 31 80 8 
Total 
------------------------
463 339 1.1.96 1,217 3,734 146 
*Based on too f e w r ecords for data on these farm types to be wholly reliable. 
The cost of hired labor, livestock feed, and taxes made up 
from 65 to 88. percent of the total current cash expenses (table 
45). The percentage was the lowest on dairy farms and highest 
on Eeef ranches. On beef and sheep ranches hired labor was the 
most important of the 3 items, while on general, on dairy, and 
on part-time farms taxes were most important. 
Table 45 - Percentage that selected items of expense were of total 
current cash expense on farms in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Kind of expense Generul 
fnrJlls 
percent 
Labort ______ __ __ ___ __ ___ ______ ____ __ 26 
Livestock feed:j: _______ ____ _ 21 
Taxes § ----r--- --- -- -------- ------ --- 28 
Totul ___________ ________ ____ '15 
All other ___ ___ __ .___ ____ ____ ____ 25 
Totul current 
cash eXl)enSe __ 100 
Mixed 
Duiry livestock Beef Sheep 
fnrnls * rnnches* ranches* ranches 
percent 
13 
22 
30 
65 
35 
100 
percent 
30 
36 
11 
7'1 
23 
100. 
percent 
43 
30 
15 
88 
12 
100 
percent 
52 
24 
11 
87 
13 
100 
Pnrt-
time 
farms 
percent 
18 
27 
30 
'15 
25 
100 
*Based on too f ew r ecords for data on these farm types to be wholly reliable . 
t lnc ludes hi red labor a n d c ustom work. 
Unclude s f eeds purch a s ed, f ees, and stock pastured. 
§Includes s t a t e, county , a nd wate r taxes. 
Comparisons between the total cash expense and the total 
expense showed that it ranged from 64 percent on part-time 
farms to 88 percent on beef farms. Unpaid labor amounted to 
only 8 percent of total expenses on beef and sheep ranches, 
but 25 percent on general farms (table 46). 
Current cash expenses amounted to 4 percent of the total 
investment on dairy farms, 11 percent on sheep ranches, and 
6 percent on all other types. For all farm types except sheep 
and part-time, current cash expenses were less than half the 
total receipts. 
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Table 46 - Percentage that selected it.ems of expense were of other 
factors for farms in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Itenl 
Curren t cash expe n se 
G e neral 
fnrlns 
percen t 
is of total expe n se 67 
Decreased inventory 
is of total exp ens e 
Unpaid labor is of 
total expense 25 
Curren t cash expense 
is of capital 6 
Current cash expense 
is of receipts ... ....... 43 
Total expense is 
of r ec e ipts .... ............ 64 
State and c ounty t a x es 
are o f capita L ...... :... 1. 26 
Mixed 
D:liry livestock Beef Sheep 
farlus '" l":tncJtes* ranches '" ranches 
percent 
73 
9 
18 
4 
38 
53 
1.12 
percent 
79 
5 
16 
35 
44 
0. 58 
percent 
88 
4 
6 
42 
48 
0. 81 
percent 
87 
8 
11 
60 
69 
1.23 
Pnrt-
time 
farnls 
percent 
64 
12 
24 
6 
68 
107 
1.33 
- B a s ed on too f e w r ecords f o r d ata on th es e fa rm types to b e wholly reliable. 
For all farm types, except mixed livestock and beef cattle, 
total farm expenses were more than 50 percent of total receipts. 
The range was from 44 percent for mixed livestock ranches to 
107 percent for ·part-time farms. The difference between these 
figures and 100 percent is the percentage left for payment of 
the use of capital and for operator's labor. 
State and county taxes are one of the important items of 
expense but show considerable variation between types of farms. 
On mixed livestock ranches this item amounted to 0.58 percent 
of the total capital while on part-time farms it was 1.33 percent. 
MEASURES OF FARM SUCCESS 
The returns for capital and operator's labor, or the differ-
ence between receipts and expenses, amounted to $1,922 for the 
sheep ranc~es but minus $15 for the part-time farms (table 47). 
Table 47 - Measures of success of farms in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Average nltlount per farm 
Mixed Pnrt-
Item General Dniry livestock Beef Sheep tinle 
fnrutl!! fUrlllS * r:lllcltes * ranches - runchel!l farnas 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Tota l r eceipts ~. ~.------ -- ---- 1,080 87!) 3,401 2,906 6,218 215 
'rotal expenses 
._-- ------ ----
GaO 466 1,506 1,385 4,296 230 
R e turn for capital and 
operator's labor .- -- 390 413 1,895 1,521 1,922 -15 
Inte r est on capital 
------
384 389 932 967 1,634 124 
Labor income 6 24 963 554 288 -139 
V a lue f a rm pri·viiiiges:: 371 322 493 358 513 241 
L a b o r earnings 
--- ----------
377 346 1,456 912 801 102 
- B a s ed on too f e w r eco r ds f o r d a t a on these f a rm types to be wholly reliable. 
The amount of the operator's time, except on part-time farms, 
is the same for all types, being the full year, but the amount 
of capital is greatly different. 
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The labor income, which is the return for operator's labor 
only, varied from minus $139 for part-time farms to $963 for 
mixed livestock ranches. 
In addition to labor income, the farm operator received 
farm privileges the value of which averaged $241 for part-time 
farms, and $513 for sheep ranches. The sum of labor income 
and farm privileges is called labor earnings and is the full 
amount received by the farm operator for his year's labor and 
management. The variation was from $102 for part-time 
farmers to $1,456 for operators of mixed livestock ranches. In 
general the specialized range livestock type of farm paid con-
siderably better than the part-time, general, or dairy farms. 
The reason for this will be discussed later under the heading: 
Factors Affecting the Success of Farms. 
The total family income, including farm privileges, for the 
farms in Ashley Valley ranged from $471 for the families of 
part-time farmers to $2,669 for the families of sheep ranchers 
(table 48). The average per family was higher in the Ashley 
Valley than in the Reservation Area for every type of farm 
except part-time. The difference was significant for every type 
except part-time farms and sheep ranches for which it was small. 
Table 48 - Total income to operators' family on farms ill! 
the Ashley Valley, 1935 
Average amoullt per furnl 
Henl Mixed Generul Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
fnrllls farms* rUllches * rUllchel!! · ranches 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Pnrt-
thlle 
farllls 
dollars 
Operator's labor income .... 36 34 870 565 487 -144 
·Value of unpaid labor .. .... 171 83 240 116 364 56 
Interest on operator's 
equityt 
.... _------ --- ------- -- ----
329 327 639 747 1,273 100 
Farm privileges 
-------.-.--- ---
371 322 493 358 513 241 
Net inc·ome other 
than farmt 
-.------ -- ----- ---
91 377 25 32 218 
Operator's fanlily 
inconle 
--- ---------------
998 1,143 2,242 1,811 2.669 471 
*Based on too f e w records for data on these farm types to be wholly r e liable . 
tInterest on operator's equity in the farm business includ d a s a n expense 
in the calculation of labor income. 
tIncludes net income from property other than that includ d in the farm busi-
ness, gifts, assistance from the Department of Public W elfare othe r than 
work relief, a nd all other sources unassociated with the farm business. 
For part-time farms it also includes work done away from the farm. 
It is quite probable that the full income from investments and outright 
reliM was not reported. 
The average family income for the families of the general, 
dairy and part-time farmers in the entire basin was $816 or less 
(table 49). These make up 81 percent of the total families in 
the basin. The average family income for the specialized live-
stock farms ranged from $1,242 to $2,639. Just how much the 
family income should be to provide a reasonable standard of 
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living is a debatable question. However, not many people would 
maintain · that the average income of the families on general, 
dairy and part-time farms was adequate for their needs. 
Table 49 - Total income to operators' family from farms 
in Uinta Basin, 1935 
IteDl General 
fanns 
dollars 
Operator's labor income .. .. -63 
Value of unpaid labor ...... .. 173-
Interest on operator's 
equity · .............. ........ .... 241 
Farm privileges 
.-----------------
347 
Net income other 
tha n f a rm t .................... 68 
Operator's faDllly 
incoJlle 
... _---------------
766 
· See footnote t, table 48. 
tSee footnote t, table 48. 
A verag'e aJllount per farlll 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
farllls ranches ranches ranches 
dollars :dollars dollars dollars 
9 53 -36 605 
147 245 301 400 
260 411 548 1,118 
344 450 396 451 
56 98 33 65 
816 1,257 1,242 2,639 
Part-
tiDle 
farms 
dollars 
-177 
52 
109 
222 
276 
482 
Comparison of Farms of Similar Types in the 
Reservation Area and in Ashley Valley 
The physical resources and the social and economic history 
of an area all have an effect upon the organization and success 
of farms located therein. Within the Uinta Basin differences 
exist in these factors in the Ashley Valley as compared to the 
western or Reservation Area. The soils seem; on the whole to 
be of different quality, and the irrigation water supply comes 
from a different source. Furthermore, Ashley Valley was set-
tled much earlier and has no Indian lands. The earlier settle-
ment has given the farmers of Ashley Valley an opportunity 
to establish better grazing rights on public grazing lands. Also 
tliey have more ready accessibility to large areas of public 
domain which together with earlier usage has led to a more 
extensive use of this resource. In order to show the difference 
between comparable farm types in the two areas selected data 
are presented for general farms and sheep ranches. 
FARM RESOURCES. 
The general farms in Ashley Valley had an average -of 59.6 
acres of cropland while the farms in the Reservation Area had 
an average of 83 acres (table 50). The sheep ranches in the 
Reservation Area also had the larger acreage of cropland. They 
also had more range land, having 4,793 acres as compared to 
2,659 acres for Ashley Valley sheep men. The general farmers 
in Ashley Valley, however, had more range land than the 
general farmers in the Reservation. Area. 
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Table 50 - Comparison of resources of general farms and) sheep ranches 
in the Reservation Area and Ashley Valley, 1935 
Gel)~ra.1 farms 
Item Reservation Ashley 
Acres of cropland per farm ........... . 
Acres of range land per farm ..... . 
Acres of all land per farm ._._._ .... __ 
Number of animal units per farm 
Total capital per farm ____ ________ ~ ____ __ 
Percent of ranches using 
national forest . _______________________ ._ 
Percent of ranches using public domain ________________________ _ 
Number of sheep per operator 
run on forest __________ . __ . _____________ _ 
Number of sheep per operator 
on public domain ___ . __ . ______ __ . __ __ 
Area Valley 
83 .0 
4.7 
163.2 
14.5 
$4,980 
59.6 
9.8 
114.0 
17 .8 
$7,678 
Sheep ranches 
Reservation Ashley 
Area Valley 
79.7 
4,793.0 
4,930.1 
221.5 
$24,766 
42-
67 
2,482 
2,058 
48.7 
2,658.8 
2,788.4 
351.0 
$32,676 
73t 
100 
1,818 
1,644 
-One operator had a summeT _permit on the public domain. 
tTwo operators had a summer permit on the public domain. 
Ashley Valley farms had more livestock. On the general 
farms there was an average of 17.8 animal units per farm as 
compared to 14.5 on similar farms in the Reservation Area. 
The number of the various kinds of livestock was much the 
same in both areas with a little higher percentage of animal 
units being beef cattle - in the Ashley Valley. On the sheep 
ranches in Ashley Valley there was an average .of 351 animal 
units and 221.5 animal units on the ranches in the Reservation 
Area of the basin. Sheep was by far the most important kind 
of livestock in each area. Other kinds of livestock did not differ 
greatly in numbers. 
The total capital was considerably larger for both types 
of farms in Ashley Valley. For general farms the larger invest-
ment was primarily due to higher land values; in the case of 
sheep ranches, in addition to higher land values, there were also 
more livestock. 
A larger proportion of the sheep ranches in Ashley Valley 
used bOoth national forest and public domain for grazing pur-
poses. All of the sheepmen from whom records were obained 
in this area used public domain, and all but one also used public 
land, either national forest or public domain for summer grazing. 
Sixty-seven percent of the sheepmen in the Reservation Area 
used public domain and 50 percent had access to summer graz-
ing on public land. However, those sheepmen in the Reservation 
Area who. did use public land grazed on the average more 
sheep than did those in Ashley Valley. 
USE OF FARM RESOURCES 
One of the major differences -in the farms of these two 
sections of the basin was in amount of idle cropland. On general 
farms in the Reservation Area of the basin 37 percent of the 
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cropland was idle, as compared to 16 percent in Ashley Valley 
(table 51). On the sheep ranches 14 percent of the land in 
the Reservation Area was idle, while in Ashley Valley there was 
no idle land. The reason for the idle cropland was usually 
either unproductive soil or lack of water, or a combination of 
both. 
Table 51 - Comparison of use of resources on general farms and 
sheep ranches in Reservation Area and Ashley Valley, 1935 
General farllls 
Itent Reservation Ashley 
P ercent of cropla nd idle ... ........... . 
P ercent of cropp ed a c r e s 
in alfalfa ............ ........... .... ... . .. .. . 
P e r cent of cropped acr e s 
in s m all grains ... ... ...... ........... . 
P e rcent of total alfa lfa. 
a cres cut for s eed ... ................ . 
Months of g razing sheep on 
forest for those grazing .. ... .. . 
Months of grazing sheep on 
public domain for those 
grazing _ ............ .... ............ ... ....... . 
Months of grazing sheep on 
priva t e r a nge for those 
grazing ................ ...... ............ ..... . 
Area Valley 
37 
69 
18 
18 
16 
53 
34 
4 
Sheep ranches 
Reservation Ashley 
Area Valley 
14 
74 
13 
14 
3.6 
3.4 
5.3 
o 
58 
32 
o 
2.4 
5.1 
3.8 
Ashley Valley farms of both types used a larger portion 
of the cropped land for production of grain and less for alfalfa. 
The proportion used for alfalfa and grain, however, was very 
nearly the same for both types of farms in both areas. The 
balance of the land, amounting to about 10 percent, was used 
in about the same way in each area. 
A much larger proportion of the alfalfa acreage was used 
for seed production in the Reservation Area. 
The sheepmen of the Reservation Area who grazed their 
sheep on national forest did so for a longer period than did 
the sheepmen of Ashley Valley. However, they grazed less 
time on public domain, and more time on private range land. 
RATES OF PRODUCTION 
Probably the most outstanding difference between the 
agriculture of the two sections was in crop yields. In Ashley 
Valley the average yield of alfalfa on general farms was 2.0 
tons per acre and 2.5 on sheep ranches (table 52). In the 
Reservation Area the comparable yields were 1.3 tons and 
1.2 tons per acre. The yields of other crops were about in the 
same proportion. As measured by crop index the comparison 
for general farms was 93 in Ashley Valley and 51 in the 
Reservation Area, and on sheep ranches 96 in Ashley Valley 
and 60 in the Reservation Area. In each section the yields 
on sheep ranches were slightly higher than on general farms. 
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The average production of wool per sheep on the sheep 
ranches of the Reservation Area was higher than in Ashley 
Valley (table 52). The Reservation Area also produced a 
Table 52 - Comparison of rates of production between farms in the 
Reservation Area and Asliley Valley, 1935 
General farnls 
IteJDs Reservation Ashley 
Area Valley 
Yields of a lfalfa p er a cr e-tolls__ 1-3 Crop yield index _________ __ ___ ____ __ ____ ______ 51 
Pounds of wool per sheep __ ____ ____ _ _ 
P er cent la mb crop _______ ___ ______ ___ ______ __ _ 
P e r cent d eath loss of ewes _________ _ 
Percent dea th los s of lambs __ _____ _ 
N e t appreciation p er sheep ____ __ _____ _ 
2.0 
93 
Sheep ranches 
Reservation Ashley 
Area Valley 
1.2 
60 
9.8 
71 
8_ 0 
8. 0 
$4.87 
2.5 
96 
8.9 
66.0 
16.0 
8.0 
$3_94 
larger lamb crop. The largest difference was in the death 
loss of ewes which in the Reservation Area was 8.0 percent 
and in Ashley Valley 16.0 percent. This probably accounted, 
in part at least, for the lower wool clip and lamb crop. Regard-
ing the causes of the higher death loss of ewes in the Ashley 
Valley the data are not conclusive. The sheep in the Reser-
vation Area received 148 pounds of alfalfa hay equivalent per 
head as supplementary feed, while those in Ashley Valley re-
ceived only 108 pounds. Probably the difference in range had 
some effect. The Ashley Valley sheep were on national forest 
and private range a shorter time and on public domain much 
longer. Management practices may also have been respon-
sible. This idea is supported by the fact that the death loss 
was not uniformly high in Ashley Valley, some herds having 
extremely high death losses while others were low. The death 
loss of lambs was practically the same in both areas. As a 
result of higher wool production, higher lamb crop, and lower 
death loss of ewes, the appreciation per sheep on ranches of 
the Reservation Area was $4.87 while in Ashley Valley it 
was only $3.94. 
MEASURES OF SUCCESS 
According to most measures of financial success the gen-
eral farms in Ashley Valley were more successful than similar 
farms in the Reservation Area; however, the sheep ranches 
in the western section were more successful. The general 
farms in Ashley Valley had farm receipts of $1,080 while sim-
ilar farms in the Reservation Area had only $759 (table 53). 
Expenses, however, were very nearly the same. This resulted 
in a much higher ratio of expenses to receipts in the Reservation 
Area. The percentage that receipts were of capital was practi-
cally the same in each area. The average labor incom'e of the 
general farmers in Ashley Valley was $6 while for the Reser-
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vation Area it was minus $155. Labor earnings, or labor income 
plus farm privileges, were $377 and $181 in Ashley Valley 
and the Reservation Area respectively. 
Table 53 - ComparisoDi of measure of success between farms in the 
Reservation Area and. Ashley Valley, 1935 
General farms 
Item Res ervation A s hley 
Tota l farm receipts p e r f a rm ..... . 
Tota l f arm expen s es p e r farm ..... . 
P e r cen t cu rrent cash ex p enses 
a r e of receip ts ...... ...... ........... _. 
P e r cent t ota l expen ses a r e 
of r eceipts ... ....... _._ ..... _ .............. . 
P ercent r eceipts are of capita L ... . 
Labor income per f a rm ......... ..... . 
L a bor e a rnings p er fa rm ......... _ ... . 
Area Valley 
$759 
$665 
59 
88 
15 
-$155 
$181 
$1,080 
$ 690 
43 
64 
14 
$ 6 
$ 377 
Sheep ranches 
Reservation AJJhle7' 
Area Valley 
$5,766 
$3,688 
54 
64 
23 
$ 840 
$1,235 
$6,218 
$4,296 
60 
69 
19 
$ 288 
$ 801 
Average farm receipts for the sheep ranches were $6,218 
in Ashley Valley and $5,766 in the western section. However, 
there was more difference in expenses than in receipts so that 
the returns for capital and operator's- labor were larger for the 
ranches in the Reservation Area. Since the capital of the 
Ashley Valley ranches was ~onsiderably larger, when the inter-
est is deducted, the returns for the labor of the operator was 
$840 on the Reservation ra~ches as compared to $288 for the 
ranches -in Ashley Valley. The proportion that receipts were 
of capital was 19 percent for Ashley Valley ranches and 23 
percent for the others. This indicates that the sheep men 
of the Reservation Area used, their capital more efficiently than 
the sheepmen of Ashley Valley. 
The reason why the Ashley Valley general farms were 
more profitable than the general farms in the Reservation 
Area is primarily because of larger crop yields. Sheep ranches 
in the Ashley Valley were 'less profitable than the sheep ranches 
in the Res·ervation Area primarily because of higher death loss 
of ewes, lower lamb crop and lower wool production per sheep. 
Sheep ranches were more profitable than general farms in 
both areas mainly because -the physical and economic conditions 
of the basin are better adapted to sheep ranching than to 
general farming. Also the sheep ranches had businesses of 
larger size which no doubt was a great advantage. 
Comparison of Farms in Subareas in Uinta Basin 
In order to study mor_e adequately differences in the agri-
culture within the basin, it was divided into 12 subareas and 
the farms within each 'subarea analyzed. The subareas num-
bered 1 to 8 are in the Reservation part of the basin and those 
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numbered from 9 to 12 are in the area previously referred to 
as the Ashley Valley (fig. 6), although subarea 11 is not in 
Ashley Valley but in the Willow Creek section. Subarea 12 
while in Ashley Valley cannot be definitely delimited as it 
includes a number of scattered farms and ranches. 
The subareas were delineated on the- basis of geographic 
location, and similarity of the quality of the soil and of the 
irrigation-water supply.1s It is recognized, however, that the 
soil and water conditions within a given subarea are only 
approximately uniform. To make a classification so fine as to 
eliminate even all easily discernible differences would be to 
increase the number of subareas to such an extent that it 
would be unwieldy for a general study. 
FARMS OF EACH TYPE 
In table 54 is given the number of farms in each subarea 
and their distribution among the 6 farm types. In 3 subareas, 
1, 7, and 11, the number of farms in the sample is too small 
to be wholly reliable. In every subarea general farms pre-
dominated in numbers over all others. However, the percent-
ages varied from 29 in subarea 6 to 86 in subarea 7. In subarea 
6 the total farms were distributed among the different types 
Table 54 - Distribut ion of different types of farms in subareas 
of Uinta Basin, 1935 
Total Percentug e of total fanns clussified a s 
Subarea number Mix ed Part-of Gen eral Dairy lives tock Beef Sheep tblle farlns fa rJIIS fanns rUJlches ranches ranches farJUS 
R e serv ation Are a num ber percent percent percent percent percen t p ercen t 
1 .. ... .... .. ...... ..... _-_ .. . 8 50 25 1 3 1 2 
2 -- _ .. _----_._-------. 34 59 9 6 9 3 14 
3 
--------------------
30 44 33 13 3 7 
4 
-------.------------
37 38 27 16 1 9 
5 
-------.. ---- --- -_.- . 
a7 57 11 5 14 5 8 
6 
_ .. _- ---.-------.--- - 45 29 17 1 6 16 13 9 
7 
---- .. .. .. -------.. -- --
7 86 14 
8 
-------------- -.--- -
87 49 19 3 2 27 
Total 
_.------------------
285 47' 1D 9 6 4 15 
A shley V a lley 
9 
---.--------.-- -----
43 51 7 5 14 23 
10 
_._------- --- -- --- --
21 67 10 4 19 
11 
-- ------------------
10 40 20 40 
1 2 
--.--- -- --_ .. _-------
29 69 4 17 10 
Total 
--- --- ------ --------
103 58 6 3 6 11 16 
Total all farlll s .... 388 50 15 7' 6 6 16 
18-Assistin g in t h e d e limiting of t h e subare as were D. S . J e nnings, in c h a r g e 
of soil s u rveys f o r t h e Utah Agr. E x p . S ta. ; L eMo y n e W ilson, soils spe -
c i a list, R esettlement A dminist r ation ; A. A lvin B isho p , junior irrigation 
engineer, R esettl e m e n t Adm inistration, and W. P . Thomas, agr icultural 
e conomist, Utah Agr. Exp. S ta. 
more uniformly than in any other. Subarea 7 had only 2 types, 
general and dairy, according to the sample of farms secured. 
While the sample is too small to be entirely reliable, it 
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probably is fairly representative of the whole. This is the south 
Myton bench and Pleasant Valley area, which is one of the 
newer areas developed, and alfalfa hay is the major' crop, much 
of which is sold to livestock men from outside the· subarea. 
There was little concentration of dairy . farms in any 
particular subarea. The mixed livestock ranches were also 
widely distributed although there were none in 3 subareas. 
Beef and sheep ranches tended to be concentrated in certain 
subareas, beef being relatively most important in subareas 
1, 5, 6, and 11. Sheep were relatively most important in sub-
areas 6, 9, and 12. Part-time farms were widely scattered 
although they occurred most frequently in subareas 8 and 9. 
The presence of certain farm typ~s, particularly sheep, in 
larger proportions in some subareas than in others is reflected 
in the tables which follow and should be kept in mind. 
FARM RESOURCES 
The average acreage of cropland per farm: for the various 
subareas varied from 45 in subarea 9 to 112 in subarea 1 (table 
55). The tendency was for farms in the Reservation Area to 
have larger acreages than the farms in Ashley Valley. How-
ever, there was considerable variation between. subareas within 
the Reservation Area. 
Table 55 - Selected items of farm resources, average per farm 
for subareas in Uinta Basin, 1935 
Total D1an-
Subarea Croll- Runge All Au.iJnal Total ,vork 
Inutl land lands units capital units 
R eser vation Area acres acres acres number $]000 number 
1 
.. -- -- -- ---------- ------------- --------
112 147 38.4 9 388 
2 
------- .. ---------------------- -- ----- .. 
100 665 842 28.0 7 372 
3 
-.- ---- .------- --- ----------------- ---
65 11 137 29.1 6 385 
4 
-- -------- .. ------------------------ ---
53 9 135 21.3 5 308 
5 
---------------------------------- ----
106 52 242 40.3 7 464 
6 
---- ------ ---- -- -- ------- -------------
49 892 1,072 69.4 9 385 
7 
--------- -- --- -- --- -- -----------_.- --. 
76 145 12.7 5 346 
8 
--.--------------- -- --- --------- ----- -
79 3 176 17.2 4 319 
Fotul 
.. .. .. ...... .. ---- --------- - - ----~ -.. --~. ~ ~ .... 76 230 394 32.0 6 363 
Ash l e y V a ll ey 
9 • -- -~ - ~~~~ - - ~~ - -~ - -~- - ~~ ~ •• ~ ~ - - ~-- __ e . 45 232 313 61.8 10 364 
10 ~~ -- .~~ --~~ ~ ~ --_.- .-~ --. - ~ -_. --~ -~ --~- 47 77 14.5 6 291 
11 ~~ ~~ ... --- -- ~ ---.~- -- -~- -~ -- ~ ---.~ ---- 77 671 906 137.5 17 409 
12 
-- ~-~ ----~-- ---~~ ---~-- ------ -- -. ---.. 55 667 781 78.4 13 452 
Totnl 
------------ ------------------- ---. _-- --
51 350 454 64.2 11 378 
Total ull fnrnl s .------------.- -_. 70 262 410 40.5 7 367 
The average acreage of range land per farm varied from 
non~ at all in subareas 1, 7, and 10 to 892 in subarea 6. The 
range land tended to be owned in the same subareas as the 
range livestock. Subarea 2 is somewhat of an exception but 
most of the range land there was controlled by one farmer. The 
range land controlled in an area was not necessarily located 
in that area. 
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The average number of animal units per farm ranged from 
12.7 in subarea 7 to 137.5 in subarea 11. The largest numbers 
of animal units were in the same subareas where the propor-
tion of farms of the range-livestock type was largest. 
The variation in total capital per farm! was from approxi-
mately $4,000 in subarea 8 to about $17,000 in subarea 11. 
The number of livestock was a big factor in the total invest-
ment as was also land values. In subarea 8 land values were 
lower than in most other subareas. 
The average man-work units per farm ranged from 291 
in subarea 10 to 464 in subarea 5. The average size of the 
farms in the various subareas was not greatly different when 
measured by labor requirements. 
UTILIZATION OF FARM RESOURCES 
The proportion of cropland that was idle in 1935 . was 
higher in the Reservation Area of the basin than in the 
Ashley Valley (table 56). However, in subarea 10, which is 
in the Ashley Valley, an average of 23 percent was idle. The 
highest percentage of cropland idle was in subarea 8 in which 
more than half, 52 percent, was left idle. The smallest per-
centage was along the Duchesne River, subarea 6, with only 
4 percent. Except in subareas 6 and 9 there was in every 
subarea 10 percent or more of the cropland idle. 
Table 56 - Utilization of certain farm resources, average per farm 
for subareas in Uinta Basin, 1935 
S ubarea 
C rOl)llIntl 
idle 
Reservat ion Area percent 
1 ................................ ... . 27 
2 .. ........ ... .......... ....... .... .. 38 
3 .. ........ .. ... ........... .......... 41 
4 .. ....... ..... ......... .. ... ........ 26 
5 .. ........ ...... .. ..... ....... .... .. 26 
6 . ...... ......... .. .. ...... .. ...... .. 4 
7 .. ....... .......... .... ....... .. .... 15 
8 .... .......... ..... .. .. . .. ..... ..... 52 
l'otul .............. . ....... ... .... .. ....... :15 
Ashley Vall ey 
9 .............. .... .... .............. 8 
10 .... .. .... ......... .... ...... .... ... 23 
11 .... ... .. ..... ... ...... ..... ...... .. 13 
12 ........ ...... ... .. .... ............. 10 
T otnl ........... .... ... .. .......... ........ 12 
'J.'otul 1111 fu r uls •.. .. ....... ... . .. :10 
*L ess than 0.5 percent. 
Crop-
luud ill 
:aUaUn 
percent 
80 
73 
61 
60 
74 
62 
78 
69 
60 
53 
51 
61 
55 
5 4 
65 
CrOl)-
lund in 
s lllull 
grnins 
percen t 
14 
15 
23 
16 
18 
22 
8 
21 
1 8 
33 
36 
15 
34 
31 
21 
l\lull-days 
A lfnlfa \yorl.:ed uIHl 
u c r e u g e c oulll hnye 
cut for n 'orke ll u,,'ny 
s e ed lle r furnl 
percen t number 
42 167 
36 190 
* 182 158 
13 12 6 
166 
79 
8 251 
13 1 8 8 
3 146 
* 174 46 
3 128 
2 137 
11 175 
In every subarea more than half of the cropped land was 
planted to alfalfa. The lowest percentage was in subarea 
10 with 51 percent; the highest was in subarea 1 with 80 percent. 
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In general a larger percentage of the cropland was in alfalfa 
in the Reservation Area than in Ashley Valley. This difference, 
however, was made up by a larger proportion of the cropped 
land being in grain in Ashley Valley, ranging from only 8 percent 
in subarea 7 to 36 percent in subarea 10. 
The production of alfalfa seed tended to be restricted to 
certain localities. It was relatively most important in subarea 1 
with 42 percent and subarea 2 with 36 percent of the total 
alfalfa acreage cut for seed. Smaller percentages of the total 
alfalfa acreage were cut for seed in subareas 5, 8, 9, and 12, 
while in the other areas less than one percent of the alfalfa 
acreage was used for seed production. 
The average farm in every subarea was too small to keep 
the farm labor fully occupied (table 55). Part of this extra 
time was spent working away from the farm and the balance 
could have been spent in that way if work had been available. 
In subarea 11 extra time amounted to an average of 46 days 
while in subarea 8 it amounted to 251 days. In every sub-
area except 11 and 7 the average was more than 100 days. 
A relatively small amount of this time was spent working away 
from the farm . The farms were not large enough to provide 
employment for the available farm labor. 
RATES OF PRODUCTION 
Inasm uch as more than half of the cropped acreage was in 
alfalfa the yield of alfalfa hay reflects the rates of production 
for the subareas. In two subareas 2 and 8, the average yield 
was less than one ton per acre on those acres on which no seed 
was produced (table 57). In subareas 3, 4', 6, and 8, most of 
Fig. " - Buihlings on n 
far III recently ab:lJldoll-
ed. Sights sucll as this 
ure not unconllllon in 
several areas iu 
the busin. 
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Fig. 8 - Crop yield indexes of subareas. 
Table 57 - Rates of production for farms in each subarea 
in Uinta Basin, 1935 
Yield per ucre Crop 
Subureu yield 
All:llf:l * Wlleut index,!, 
R e servation Area tons bushels 
1 ......... _-- -_ .. -. __ .... _-.. -------_ .. -. 1.0 14 44:\: 
2 
---.... _------------._ --- -- -- --- -------. 0.9 18 46 
3 
--------- --- ---------- -----------------. 
1.6 20 60 
4 
.----------- ---- -- ------------ ----------
1.4 28 73 
5 
-------------- -_._--------------.- -- -- ---
1.4 24 61 
6 
-- -- --------------------------- -- -------
1.9 29 75 
7 
-- -- -- ---- -- -- -. ----.----------.----.---
2.0 21 68 
8 
---------------.------------------ -. _- --
0.9 18 41 
Totul 
-------.---- --------------- --- -- -- --------
1.3 22 57 
Ashley Valley 
9 
---- -._ .-------------.-.--- -- -- -- --- ---. 
2.4 40 107 
10 
-------------------------.--------- ----. 
1.1 26 70 
11 
--------- ----------- -- ----.-------------
2.9 27 112 
12 
-----------------------.-- --------------
2.1 27 86 
Totul 
----- -- -------------------- -- --- ----------
2.2 32 86 
'Fotul ull furms 
--- -----. __ .. ---------- 1.t'i 25 66 
*For those acres of a lfa lfa on which no seed was cut. 
tAverage yields for Utah for th e p eriod 1926-31=100. 
Cull crop 
LUDlb froDl 
crop beef cows 
percent percent 
50§ 40 
71 61 
68 64IT 
78§ 6911 
43§ 37· 
7511 45· 
64 
61 6111 
70 47 
63 58 
65§ 6111 
86§ 68· 
7111 62 
67 66 
69 56 
4;The soil survey indicates that this should be among the most productive of 
the suba r eas. It is possible that the sample secured here is inadequate, 
although the subarea is small in area. 
§Based on l e ss than 1,000 ewes. 
lIBased on less th a n 100 b eef cows. 
ABased on more than 375 b eet cows. 
IBased on more than 6,000 ewes. 
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the farmers, because of the length of growing season, obtained 
only 2 cuttings of alfalfa. In the other subareas the season is 
long enough for most farmers to get & cuttings. 
The yield of wheat varied from 14 bushels per acre in sub-
area 1 to 40 bushels in subarea 9. Two others, subareas 2 and 8, 
in addition to subarea 1 had yields of less than 20 bushels per 
acre. Only subarea 9 had a yield of as much as 30 bushels. 
The crop yield index reflects the p'foductivity of the soil 
and the availability of irrigation water for the production of all 
crops. The range was from subarea 8 with 41 percent to sub-
area 11 with 112 percent of the state average. Two subareas, 
9 and 11, had an index of more than 100. Three subareas, 1, 2, 
and 8, had an index of less than 50. In Ashley Valley the 
lowest yields were in subarea 10 with a crop index of 70. In the 
main, the crop yields in Ashley Valley were considerably 
higher than in the Reservation Area. Low crop yield is no 
doubt one of the most important problems confronting the 
majority of the farmers in the Uinta Basin. Probably no other 
single factor is so important in causing success or failure on 
all farms other than the specialized ranches. 
The percent lamb and calf crop varied considerably among 
the different subareas. The subarea should affect these factors 
only as feed is affected and in the case of range livestock, much 
of the feed may come from outside the areas as delimited. 
However, the range livestock owned in different subareas may 
graze on a range of different quality. 
Subarea 11 (Willow Creek) had the highest percentage calf 
and lamb crop of any area in which livestock was of major 
Fig. 9 - A furD1 residellce in one of the better agricultural areas. 
Good lund gl'OWS good buildings. 
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importance. The lamb crop in subarea 9 was low when compared 
with the other subareas which had large numbers of sheep. 
The calf crop in subareas 5 and 6 was low. The rough topog-
raphy of the range on which most of the cows graze has been 
suggested as one possible reason for the low calf crop in these 
areas. The number of beef cows in these two subareas was the 
largest of any except in subarea 11. 
F'ARM RECEIPTS 
The total receipts per farm varied from $630 in subarea 8 
to $2,866 in subarea 11 (table 58). Five subareas, 2, 4, 7, 8, 
and 10, had receipts of less than $1,000, while 2 others had 
receipts of more than $2,000. In general, the Ashley Valley 
farms had larger receipts than the farms in the Reservation 
Area. 
Table 58 - Farm receipts for farms in each subarea, 1935 
Total P e r centnge of rec eipts frolu Perc eut- Vnlue of 
furlll age f nrlU Suburen 
receipts rec eipts Ilr i v ilege s Liv e- Miscel- nre of p e r fnrlU Crops s tock laneous cUIlitnl Iler furll1 
Res e rva tion A r e a do llars percent percen t percent percent dollars 
1 ____ o ____________ • 1,217 27 63 10 14 427 
2 
----0--0--------- - 973 29 57 14 14 341 
3 
------------------
1,1 30 13 72 15 19 350 
4 -___ ___ 0- .- __ _ -- -. 911 20 67 13 17 362 
5 ·- __ 0 ___ - __ ---._-- 1,155 31 58 11 15 328 
6 ----0 __ 0---- ------ 1.840 13 79 8 19 328 
7 
--- --__ 0---- ------ 98 8 72 21 7 21 317 
8 . ___ ___ 0---- __ -- -- 630 21 55 24 15 318 
1'ot:11 ------- ____ .-0--- - 1.0:-14 22 65 13 16 336 
Ashley V a lle y 
9 
-----.-.---- ---- --
1,57 3 29 67 4 16 363 
10 
-------- --- --- ----
723 31 47 22 12 324 
11 
.. ------ ----- ------
2, 866 16 83 1 17 395 
12 
-----.---_._ ._---- 2,010 23 72 5 16 388 
'('otnl ____ 0._.--·_·_- --- 1,641 25 79 5 16 365 
'I'otnl nil fnl:'lIl!i\ l,ln5 23 67 10 16 344 
The percentage of the total receipts that was derived di-
rectly from crops varied from 13 in subarea 3 to 72 in subarea 7. 
For all subareas except 7 the percentage was less than 32. 
In only 2 subareas, 7 and 10, were the receipts from live-
stock less than 50 percent of the total. In subarea 11, 83 per-
cent of the receipts came from livestock sources. 
Miscellaneous sources contributed from 1 percent in sub-
area 11 to 24 percent of the total receipts in subarea 8. This 
consisted almost entirely of work away from the farm, a very 
large part of which was work on relief projects: This tended 
to equalize the difference in the total receipts in the various 
subareas by making up in labor what was not forthcoming from 
the farm. Except for subarea 10, which was the poorest 
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sectinn nf Ashley Valley, the receipts frnm miscellanenus snurces 
were much smaller in Ashley Valley than in the Reservatinn 
part of the basin. 
The percentage that the· farm receipts were nf the tntal 
capital was fairly unifnrm amnng the varinus subareas. It 
varied frnm 12 percent in subarea 10 to' 21 percent in sub-
area 7. This indicates that there was a tendency fnr the 
capital gnnds to' be valued in prO'portinn to' their productivity 
but that nther factnrs alsO' influenced the valuatinns by the 
farm nperators. 
The average value per farm nf farm privileges ranged 
frnm $317 in subarea 7 to' $427 in subarea 1. Snme nf the 
differences in these values are nO' dnubt the result nf better 
hnuses. 
FARM EXPENSES 
Tntal farm expenses per farm ranged frnm $559 in subarea 
10 to' $1,259 in subarea 12 (table 59). In nnly 4 subareas, 1, 6, 
11, and 12 were the average expenses mnre than $1,000 per farm. 
Table 59 - Farm expenses of farms in each subarea, 1935 
R e Jutioll of vnrious itenls 
'l'otnl Current Current Total F e ed Stnte und Subnren furul. e u s h cn s )1 eXIJenSe llurc hasell county 
eXI)e n Se expe n s e expens e to totul to current tnxes to to totul to total 
receillts CllS)1 totul 
eXIJenSe receipts e x pens e CUI)itnl 
Rese rvation Area dol/ars percent percent percent percen t percent 
1 
._-----.------ -- --
1,218 72' 72 100 30 1.9 
2 
--- ----- -- --- --- --
935 73 70 96 16 1. 3 
3 
-- ---------- ---- -. 
714 77 48 63 22 1.1 
4 
-------.-. ------ .- 658 68 50 72 28 1. 2 
5 
---- -- ---- ---. _- --
913 64 50 79 11 1.0 
6 
---- -- -.- -- -.--. -- 1,202 77 51 65 21 1.8 
7 
-------- -------- --
569 86 49 58 21 1.7 
8 
-- ------ ---- ------
620 68 67 98 27 1. 4 
rutnl 
------- -------- ... ----
818 72 57 79 22 1.4 
Ashl ey Vall ey 
9 
------ -- --- ---- ---
1,113 81 57 71 13 1.4 
10 
-- -- ------ -- ---- _. 559 69 53 77 30 1.3 
11 
--- -- ._.----- --- --
1,212 79 33 42 20 .6 
12 
------- -------- ---
1,259 76 48 63 20 1.1 
r otnl 
---------------. ---- 1.051 78 50 64 19 1.2 
l ' otnl :111 f :lrlllS 880 74 54 74 21 1.3 
The variatinn in the percentage that current cash expenses 
were nf tntal expenses was frnm 64 in subarea 5 to' 86 percent 
in subarea 7. 
Current cash expenses amnunted to' 33 percent nf the farm 
receipts in subarea 11 which was the lnwest percentage of any 
subarea. The highest was in subarea 1 with 72 percent. 
The tntal farm expenses in subarea 1 were just 100 per-
cent nf the farm receipts. This means there was nnthing left 
to' pay fnr use nf capital and nperatnr's labnr. The lO'west 
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expenses in relation to farm receipts were in subarea 11 where 
they amounted to only 42 percent. In subareas 2 and 8, total 
expenses amounted to 96 and 98 percent, respectively. 
The major portion of the income of every subarea in the 
Uinta Basin except 7 was from livestock. Most of the land 
resources are also used for livestock production. Yet in every 
subarea a considerable part of the current cash expenses were 
for livestock feed. Even illl subarea 7, where most of the farm 
receipts were derived directly from crops, 21 percent of the 
current cash expense was for the purchase of livestock feed. 
In subareas 1 and 10 this item amounted to 30 percent. The 
percentage was the lowest in subarea 5. Although a consider-
able portion of this expense was an exchange between farmers 
within the different subareas and a still larger portion an 
exchange within the basin, a very substantial part of the feed 
purchased was brought in from the outside. It consisted largely 
of prepared dairy and poultry feeds, corn, and concentrates in 
the form of cottonseed cake or livestock pellets. 
If we assume that the capital goods of farms in each sub-
area were valued correctly by the farm operators, and the data 
given above indicate that they were fairly uniformly valued in 
relation to the productivity of the farms, then we must conclude 
that the assessments for taxation purposes were not entirely 
equitable between all subareas.19 In subarea 11 the total state 
and county taxes amounted to only 0.6 percent of the capital 
as reported by the farm operators while in subarea 1 the com-
parable percentage was 1.9. This means that the state and 
county taxes of a farmer in subarea 11 who had a farm valued 
on the basis of its productivity at $10,000 would be $60, while 
similar taxes for a farmer in subarea 1 with a farm valued on 
the same basis would be $190, or more than three times as 
much. The cases cited are the extremes and from them it 
might be concluded that location is the reason for the differ-
ence, but subareas 6 and 7 which had the next highest taxes 
in relation to capital are, next to subarea 11, about t he most 
inaccessible in the basin. 
MEASURES OF FARM SUCCESS 
After all other farm expenses have been satisfied, the 
amount left to pay for use of capital and to reimburse the 
operator for his labor and management for the year varied 
from minus $1 in subarea 1 to $1,654 in subarea 11 (table 60). 
The amount in subarea 11 was more than twice as much as for 
any other subarea. Specialized livestock farms made up a 
larger proportion of the farms of this subarea than in any 
19-Th e t ax l evy w a s 36 .5 m ill s in b o th countie s . 
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Table 60 - Measures of farm success - average per farm 
for farms in each subarea, 1935 
Income Operator's Totul 
63 
from Lubor Lubor net incoDle incolne to Suburea capitul and otlter tltun income eurnings operutor's 
operator's from familyt labor farm* 
Reservation Area dolla,. dollars dollars dollars dollars 
1 ...... __ .. -.. ... --- . -1 -446 -19 643 
2 ---_ ..... __ ......... 38 -322 19 110 569 
3 .... -... _---- .... _ ... .. - 416 12fj 476 56 874 
4 .. _--... -.. _--- ... ---- 253 -7 355 89 779 
5 
---- ..... ----..... ----
242 -131 197 65 769 
6 ••• • a __ • ••• ____ __ ••• 638 164 492 60 1,108 
7 
-- -------_._ .. _-----. 419 182 499 596 
8 _._-... _.-- ---------- 10 -202 116 110 565 
l'otul 
------ ----------------
227 -87 249 82 741 
Ashley Valley 
9 
--------------------
460 -20 343 169 969 
10 
-- -- ------_ .. _-_. ---- 164 -127 197 65 623 
11 ._--_._ .. --- --_._---- 1,654 798 1,193 15 2,065 
12 
---------------.-. .. - 751 104 492 108 1,252 
Total 
-- ------------ -----. 
598 73 438 116 1,085 
Total un furlllS .. 325 --45 299 91 832 
*It is quite probable that the full income from investments and outright 
relief was not reported. 
tlncludes operator's lab or income, value unpaid labor, interest on operator's 
equ ity, v a lue of farm privileges, a nd operator's net income other than 
from the farm. The actual inte r est charges on borrowed capital were 
considered as· an expense. 
other. This was no doubt one of the' chief reasons for the 
greater profits. In only three subareas, 6, 11, and 12 was the 
amount more than $500. 
FARM 
INCOME 
INCOME 
OTHER THAN IB~f@ 
fARM 
$ SOO 
Fig. 10 - Farlll al1(1 otller inCOllle, Asltley Valley and Reservation Area. 
The labor income or the reimbursement for the operator's 
labor and management ranged from minus $446 in subarea 1 to 
$798 in subarea 11. The average labor income in 7 of the 12 
64 BULLETIN 285 
subareas was a minus figure. In addition to the labor income 
farm privileges were received by the operator and his family. 
According to every measure applied, the farms in subarea 1 
were the least successful and those in subarea 11 were by far 
the most successful. ' 
During the year 1935 many farmers had some income from 
sources unassociated with their farms. A few had farm prop-
erty other than what they were operating. Som,e had other 
types of investments; others, particularly part-time farm oper-
ators, had income from labor away from the farm, s<?me obtained 
relief other than through work relief projects. The net income 
from all these sources was considered as an income other than 
from the farm. The average income per farm from all these 
sources was $169 in subarea 9 which was the largest for any 
subarea. Two subareas, 1 and 7, reported no income other than 
from the farm. 
Several items that were considered as an expense in cal-
culating the above measures of success are in reality income to 
th~ operator's family. Such items as unpaid labor and interest 
on operators' capital are such cases. The sum of all income to 
the operator's family averaged from $565 in subarea 8 to $2,065 
in subarea 11. In only 3 subareas, 11, 12, and 6, was the 
average total family income more than $1,000. In 5 subareas, 
8, 2, 7, 10, and 1, the average was less than $700. When it is 
considered that these amounts include the farm privileges which 
in most subareas were between $300 and $400, it is obvious that 
the purchasing power from current income of the average farm 
family in the Uinta Basin was very low in 1935. 
Factors Affecting the Financial Success of Farms 
The financial success or failure of any farm business is 
the combined result of the affect of many different factors. 
Many of these factors such as' climatic conditions and prices 
of farm products are l~rgely beyond the control of the indi-
vidual farmers. Other factors such as the type of farming, 
the size of the farm business, the efficiency with which labor 
is used, and the cropping practices over a period of years are, 
to a certain extent, under their control. The chief aim of this 
section is to ascertain the relationship that existed between some 
of the factors that can, in a measure at least, be controlled, with 
the financial success for the various types of farms in 1935. 
TYPE OF FARMING 
Data have been presented in the preceding pages showing 
that general farming was the most prevalent type in the basin. 
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It has also been shown that sheep ranching which was about 
the least prevalent was the most profitable in 1935. If sheep 
ranching was the most profitable the question arises, Why 
were not more of the farmers of the Uinta Basin engaged in 
sheep ranching and fewer engaged in general farming, which 
was among the least profitable types? 
The prevailing type of farming in an area or the type 
followed by an individual farmer is the result of the interrela-
tion of numerous factors, part of which affect the physical 
production of crops and livestock, and part affect the economic 
returns from the products produced. Among the chief factors 
affecting the type of farming in the Uinta Basin are the fol-
lowing 
1. The amount and condition of each class of land; 
namely, tillable, farm pasture, and range land. 
2. The kind of crops that are best adapted to the 
c1imate, the kind of tillable land, and the water supply. 
3. The location with respect to transportation 
facilities and to the markets for agricultural products. 
4. The number of people dependent upon the agri-
cultural resources for a living. 
5. The time of settlement of the basin in relation 
to the settlement of adjoining areas. 
Most of the land area of the Uinta Basin is grazing land, 
less than 2 percent of the total area being in crops in 1929.2 0 
Most of the land is either in national forest or public domain 
and can be utilized only for grazing livestock. The nature of 
the feed produced on this land and its location with respect to 
the tillable land makes it adapted for range livestock only. In 
short, the only practical utilization of most of the land area 
of the Uinta Basin is by grazing range cattle and sheep. The 
nature of the forage and topography make certain areas best 
adapted to cattle and certain others best adapted to sheep, while 
large areas are grazed by both. 
The length of the growing season, the amount of precipi-
tation, and the general character of the soil, restrict the maj or 
crops grown largely to forage crops and small grains. These 
crops naturally supplement the grazing of livestock. 
By reason of the isolated location of the basin, the agri-
cultural production, except for local consumption, must be of 
concentrated products in order to overcome the economic handi-
cap of expensive transportation to the consuming markets. 
Livestock and livestock products meet this demand for a con-
centrated product as well as any other products that can be 
prod uced there. 
20-U. s. Census Reports, 1930. 
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All of the above factors are favorable to a range-livestock 
type of farming, but there are too many farm families in the 
area for each to have an economic range-livestock unit, because 
of insufficient grazing resources. In addition it is doubtful 
whether or not the tillable land could produce sufficient feed 
for the necessary supplemental feeding during certain seasons 
of the year. Another difficulty in this respect is that part of 
the grazing privileges in the basin are controlled and utilized 
by people who live and have their home ranches outside. They 
utilized these privileges prior to the settlement of the Reserva-
tion Area and have continued to use them ever since. 
Most of the farms in the basin were taken up under the 
homestead acts which permitted each homesteader 160 acres. 
Usually only a portion of the entire homestead was suitable for 
cultivation and, many of the homesteads have since been divided, 
so that the average acreage of tillable land is now considerably 
less than 160 acres per farm. Also most of these homesteads 
were taken up after the grazing resources (public land) were 
fully utilized and rights to the same established with the result 
that these resources are not equally divided among all the far-
mers. To add to this difficult condition, the carrying capacity 
of the grazing land has been declining. The result has been 
that most of the farmers have not the land resources, either 
by ownership or grazing privileges on public lands, for ~ range 
livestock type of farming. Lacking the grazing privileges, they 
have kept what livestock they could care for on the land they 
have had, and have supplemented the income from livestock by 
the sale of crops, labor away from the farm, or by other means. 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE }1'INANCIAL SUCCESS 
OF GENERAL FARMS 
Variation in Labor Income 
Financial success of the farm business is measured by 
labor income. In 1935 there was wide variation in the labor 
income of the general farms. Of the total farms 59 percent 
had minus labor incomes and only 13 percent had labor incomes 
Table 61 - Variation in labor income on general farms, 1935 
Lnbor incon1e 
- $30 0 a n d l ess .............. ... ' ... ............ .. . 
$0 to - $299 ................... .................... . 
$0 t o $299 .................. ....... .. ........... ..... . 
$300 and more .. ........... ...................... . 
N unlbe r of 
f unllS 
56 
58 
55 
25 
Percentage 
of fnrnls 
29 
30 
28 
13 
A vernge lnbor 
incon1e in dollnrs 
-597 
-165 
115 
646 
of more than $300 (table 61). Financial success was not 
achieved by any considerable portion of the general farmers 
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but some were more successful than others. To learn how the 
most successful were able to do so much better than the others 
is our present obj ective. 
Size of Farm 
The number of man-work-units is probably the best meas-
ure of size of general farms. The average labor income for 
the farms that had less than 250 man-work-units was minus 
$114, while for those that had more than 400 man-work-units 
it was minus $76 (table 62). This indicates that for these 
farms there was only a slight relationship between size of 
farm business and financial success. Usually the largest farms 
have the highest labor income but in this case other factors are 
more important than size in determining financial success. 
Low crop yields or low labor efficiency may offset the advantages 
of the larger size business. If these factors are too low, a large 
size business is a disadvantage rather than an advantage. 
Table 62 - Relation of size of farm to labor income and 
other factors on general farms, 1935 
Average No. of Average Percentage 
NUlllber 1l1an- nlan- Average labor of tarulS l\lan-work-units 'work 
11er turnl of units work crop inconle having a farIlls units index in Iltiuus labor per per lllaD dollars inconle farnl 
L ess tha n 250 ..... .... _ .. 4S 208 192 71 -114 56 
250 to 324 .... _--. --_ ._ --- 58 287 231 61 -143 64 
325, to 399 
---------------. 
43 358 270 68 - 78 63 
400 and m or e 
----------
45 513 306 65 - 76 51 
The efficiency _ with which man labor was used was con-
siderably higher on the larger farms. Whereas the man-work-
units of labor performed per man were only 192 on the smaller 
sized groups of farms they were 306 for the larger size group. 
Apparently size of farms had practically no effect upon crop 
yields. The crop index was low for all groups. Had all 
crop indexes been more than 100, it is likely that the larger 
farms would have been the more profitable. 
Crop Yields 
The average labor income of the farms' with a crop index 
of less than 42 was minus $227 (table 63). The group of farms 
with the highest crop index, 92 or more, had labor incomes which 
averaged $225. In the group with the highest crop yields 
28 percent of the farms had minus labor incomes while in the 
group with the lowest crop yields 81 percent of the farms had 
minus labor incomes. Although the average labor income was 
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low for every group, it appears that crop yield is one of the 
most important factors that affect the financial success of 
general farms. 
Table 63 - Relation of crop index to labor income and 
other factors on general farms, 1935 
Number Number Average Percentage Number Average of total of man- labor of farllis Crop Index of crop IIlan-work work Income wtthmlnus farms Index units per units in dollars labor farm perman income 
Less tha n 42 ...... 47 28 348 252 -227 81 
42 to 66 
------------
66 53 329 240 -220 64 
67 to 91 -_.--._-.... 35 80 327 230 -131 57 
92 a nd m ore ...... 46 113 341 229 225 28 
No relationship is apparent between crop yields and size of 
farms. The larger yields required slightly more labor to care 
for them -as is indicated by the man-work-units per man for 
each crop yield group. 
Percentage of Cropped Acreage in Forage Crops. 
The average labor income of the farms that had half or 
less of their cropped acreage in forage crops was minus $174, 
while for the farms with more than 80 percent of cropped 
acreage in forage crops it was minus $17 (table 64). 
Table 64 - Relation of percentage of cropped acreage in forage crops to 
labor income and other factors on general farms. 1935 
Percentage 
of cropped 
acreuge ill 
forage crops 
Numbel' 
of 
furlllS 
50 and less.......... 56 
51 to 65 ............ 47 
66 to 80 .. _ .. __ .,._ _ 54 
81 a nd more ..... _ 37 
Crop 
index 
70 
67 
66 
57 
Number Average m~n~~:~k mun-work 
units per units 
farm perman 
332 
332 
338 
344 
238 
232 
250 
232 
Avel'age 
labor 
income 
in 
dollars 
-174 
-110 
- 91 
- 17 
Percentage 
of farms 
with 1llinllS 
labor 
income 
66 
53 
59 
54 
Although the difference is relatively small the tendency in 
1935 was for the farms with the largest amount of forage 
crops to be the most profitable. This prevailed in spite of the 
fact that there was a pronounced tendency for the farms with 
the least forage crops to have the highest yields. Apparently 
there was little relationship between the percent of the farm 
in forage crops and size of farm or man-work-units per man. 
Other Factors 
The relationship of several other factors was calculated but 
showed little significance. Usually the farms on which man 
labor is used most efficiently, as measured by man-work-units 
accomplished per man, are most profitable. Howeverl there was 
no significant difference on the farms studied. This, no doubt, 
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was because on most farms the operator and other family labor 
were not fully employed all the year so that there was no or 
little additional expense because labor was not efficiently used. 
Also the fact that crop yields were low means that the addi-
tional man-work-units accomplished by the more efficient far-
mers did not produce much. As shown by the calculations of 
man-work-units per man, many farmers were efficient solely 
because crop yields were so low that the labor requirements 
for caring for an acre of crops were actually much less than the 
average or standards upon which the man-work-units per acre 
are based. 
The percentage of total man-work-units in productive live-
stock had practically no effect upon the financial success of 
gener;;tl farms. It should be kept in mind, however, that the 
specializ~d livestock farms are not included here. 
With more than half of these farms having minus labor 
incomes, it is evident that they were, in general, unsuccessful 
financially. The reason for their lack of success is largely the 
combined effect of 3 factors; namely, type of farming, crop 
yields, and size of farm business. The Uinta Basin is not 
adapted to a general type of farming. Its land resources and 
geographic location make it more adapted to extensive livestock 
production. This combined with extremely low yields of the 
crops that are grown makes it difficult to make a success 
of farming. If there is any chance for success on general 
farms, the farm units must be larger than the average as 
now operated. With the present average size and yields, the 
total receipts are too small to permit profit even if there were 
no expenses. By increasing considerably the size of farm units, 
the cost per unit of product might be reduced to the point where 
some profits would be forthcoming. 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS 
ON DAIRY FARMS 
Although dairying was the most important enterprise on 
the farms in this group, on most of these farms it was carried 
on in an extensive manner. In many cases the cows were 
predominantly a beef rather than a dairy breed, in most cases 
the feed and shelter given the cows were inadequate as com-
pared to that usually provided commercial dairy herds. In 
nearly all cases the butterfat production per cow was lower 
than is ordinarily the case on commercial dairy farms. Most 
of the milk was separated on the farms and the cream sold for 
the manufacture of butter. 
As a result of the foregoing conditions there are many fac-
tors affecting the financial success of these farms, that occur 
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on different farms in such varying combinations, that from 
the sample studied it is difficult to draw definite relationships. 
However, a few are fairly clear. 
Variation in Labor Incomes on Dairy Farms 
Of the 60 dairy farms, 40 percent had labor incomes 
between zero and a minus $499, while 42 percent had labor in-
comes between $1 and $500 (table 65). 
Table 65 - Variaiion in labor income on dairy farms, 1935 
ltange in labor incoJue 
- $5 00 a n d l e ss ............... ... ..... ............ . 
$0 t o - $499 ............ ........................ ... . 
$1 t o $500 ............ ...... ......................... . 
$5 01 a nd more ........ ........... ....... ........ . 
Total fUl·JUS ..... .... ..... .... ..... ...... ..... ..... . 
Size of Dairy Herd 
N UJllber of 
farnls 
4 
24 
25 
7 
60 
Percentage 
of farms 
7 
40 
42 
11 
100 
Average labor 
Inconle in dollars 
-1,423 
231 
211 
714 
16 
The farms with the fewest number of dairy cows had the 
largest labor income, and those with the largest number of cows 
had the lowest labor income (table 66). The difference between 
labor incomes on the farms with 8 or less cows and the farms 
with 12 or more cows was $239 or the difference between $66 and 
minus $173. The farms with the smallest number of cows had 
a butterfat production of 195 pounds per cow asi compared to 
161 pounds per cow for the group of farms with the largest 
number of cows. This no doubt was the maj or reason for 
the larger labor income for the farms with the smaller number 
of cows. The crop index was not greatly different in the 3 size 
groups. 
Table 66 - Relat ion of number of dairy cows per far:m to labor income 
and other factors on dairy farms', 1935 
Lbs. of No. of Per-
No.of but- mun- Lubor cent 
N UJllber of cows No. Avg. nlun- ter- work- Crop incoJue farnls 
IJer furm of no. of work- fat units index in having farJllS co'vs units per per dol- minus lars labor cow man income 
8 a nd l ess ...... ........ 21 6.5 251 195 209 67 66 48 
M or e t h a n 8 a nd 
l ess th a n 1 2 .... 20 9.8 35 6 166 253 62 47 35 
12 a n d m o r e ...... .... 1 9 15.5 519 161 319 70 -173 58 
Butterfat Production Per Cow 
The average labor income for the farms witbj butterfat 
production of less than 125 pounds per · cow was minus $297, 
while for the farms having butterfat production per cow of more 
than 200 pounds, it was $198 (table 67). In the group of farms 
with less than 125 pounds of butterfat per cow, 69 percent 
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had a minus labO'r incO'me, while O'nly 18 percent in the grO'up 
with mO're than 200 PO'unds O'f butterfat per cow had a minus 
labO'r incO'me. The average size of the farms in each grO'up, 
whether measured by number O'f CO'WS O'r total man-wO'rk-units, 
was approximately the same. The average crO'P index was nO't 
greatly different thO'ugh the tendency was fO'r the farms with 
the highest butterfat prO'duction per cow to. have the highest 
crO'P yields. 
Table 67 - Relation of butterfat production per cow to labor incOjllle 
and other factors on dairy farms, 1935 
No. of 
No. of Lbs. of pro- Per-pro- but- duc- Labor cent Pounds of No. Avg. duc- ter- tive Crop income farms butterfat of no. of tive man- in having 
per cow farm. cow. man- fat work- index dol- minus 
work- per units lars labor 
uuft. cow per Income 
man 
Less than 125 .... 16 11 364 87 272 61 -297 69 
125 to 200 200:::: 22 10 370 155 275 65 - 27 59 More than 22 10 376 250 265 72 198 18 
Crop Yields 
The relatiO'nship between crO'P yields and labO'r incO'me was 
nO't very prO'nO'unced althO' ugh the tendency was fO'r the farms 
with the largest yields to' have the highest labO'r incO'me. The 
farms with crO'P indexes O'f less than 56 had an average labO'r 
incO'me O'f $14 (table 68). Those with crO'P indexes O'f mO're 
than 74 had an average labO'r income O'f $123. HO'wever, the 
farms with crO'P indexes between 56 and 74 averaged minus $185 
labO'r incO'me. This grO'up alsO' had the largest percent O'f farms 
with a minus labO'r incO'me. The middle grO'UP O'f farms as 
measured by crO'P index was slightly larger in size than either 
O'f the O'ther grO'ups and this may accO'unt for the IO'wer labor 
incO'me. 
Table 68 - Relation of crop yields to labor income and 
other factors on dairy farms, 1935 
Labor 
No.of No. of In-No. Avg. No. 
Crop Index of crop man- of man- come work- work- in farm. Index units cows units dol-
lars 
L ess tha n 56 20 43 359 10 281 14 
56 to 73 .................. 20 66 406 11 288 -185 
74 and more .......... 20 90 348 10 253 123 
Per-
cent 
farms 
with 
minus 
labor 
income 
50 
60 
30 
Apparently butterfat prO'duction per CO'W was the mO'st 
impO'rtant single factO'r in determining the financial success O'f 
the dairy farms in Uinta Basin in 1935. 
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FACTORS. AFFECTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS 
OF MIXED LIVESTOCK RANCHES 
The variation in labor incomes on mixed livestock farms 
was wide (table 69). The average labor income of 18 percent 
of these farms was minus $855. An additional 21 percent had 
labor incomes of between zero and minus $499 which averaged 
minus $262. On the other extreme 21 percent had labor in-
comes of more than $500 and averaged $1,107. The largest 
group of farms, 40 percent, had labor incomes of between 
$1 and $499, averaging $176. 
Table 69 - Distribution of labor income on mixed livestock ranches, 1935 
Labor income NUluber of Percentage of Average labor records uIl records . income in doUurs 
-$500 a nd l e ss .............. ...................... 5 
$0. t o - $ 499 ... ............... ...................... 6 
$1 t o $499 ............ ........................... _... 11 
$5 00 a n d over .... ...... .. ...... .... .............. 6 
Total funus ......... .. ...................... ....... 28 
18 
21 
40 
21 
100 
-855 
- 262 
176 
1,107 
98 
On each of the mixed livestock ranches there were at least 
two commercial livestock enterprises. The chief enterprises 
were dairy, sheep, and beef. The way in which these enter-
prises were combined followed no set pattern. Because of this 
and because of . the small number of records, detailed analysis 
was not made of relationships. However, in general the anal-
ysis of dairy farms is equally applicable to the dairy enter-
prise on a mixed livestock farm. Likewise the analysis of the 
sheep and beef ranches are applicable to the sheep and beef 
enterprises on these farms. 
The practicability of combining two or more commercial 
livestock enterprises on the same farm is largely an individual 
matter. It depends upon the land resources, particularly the 
grazing land, the farm-labor supply, the managerial capacity 
of the operator, and other factors. Apparently the adaptability 
Table 70 - Distribution of farms in each labor income group · according to 
combination of major livestock enterprises on mixed livestock ranches, 1935 
Lubor incomes 
- $500 a nd l e ss ------------_ .. _ .. ----
$0 to - $499 ---------------------_ .... ---. $1 to $499 ---- ._---------_ .... _------------
$5 00 a nd more ... _----_ ... -------------
Totu] furlllS 
--------------------------
RunC]les lla,'ing gh'en combination of 
livestock enterprises 
Duiryand Duiryund Beef und Dairy, beef 
slleep beef sheep and sheep 
number number number number 
3 1 0 1 
0 3 1 2 
6 4 0 1 
2 2 1 1 
11 10 2 5 
of the farm resources and the ability of the operator to handle 
the enterprises were mOre important than the combination of 
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enterprises in determining success or failure. Most of the 
combinations were dairy and she-ep, and dairy and beef (table 
70). Some farms with each combination were in the extreme 
labor income groups. 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS 
OF BEEF RANCHES 
From the data derived from 22 records on beef ranches in 
the Uinta Basin in 1935 the important factors that affected 
the financial success are not clearly defined. Undoubtedly one 
reason why the data' ,did not show well defined relationships 
was because of the small number of records. in the sample. 
In general, beef ran~:p.es ,were not , profitable, ~owever, there 
was a great deal of variation within the sample. Those 
located on Willow creek were on the average more successful 
than those in either Ashley VaHey or in the western portion 
of the basin. . . 
It is likely that the s:uccess of. the beef ranches was 
adversely ~ffected in 1935 by the shortage of feed during the 
summer of 1934 and the winter of 1934-35 as a result of the 
extreme drought of 1934. Normal growth ' and condition of 
the cattle may have been arrested and the calf crops greatly 
reduced and death loss increased. The calf crop of 1935· appar-
ently was considerably below normaL at least' in some parts 
of the basin. 
Variation in Labor Incom.es 
The range iIll labor incomes was almost $5,000 or from 
minus $2,571 to $2,421. The_.distribution within this range was 
not entirely uniform as 64 percent of the records had minus labor 
incomes (table 71). Only 4 records, or 18 percent, had labor 
ihcomes of $600 or more. ' The average of these was $1,360. 
Table 71 - Variation in labor incomes on beef ranches, 1935 
Labor income NUluber of Percentage of Average labor 
. records all J.·ecords income in dollars 
- $600 a nd l ess ______ __ ___ ____________ ___ ___ _____ 7 $0 to -$599 ___ _____ __ ___ _________ __ __ __ ___ __ ___ __ __ 7 
$1 to $5 99 _____ _____ ___ _________ ____________ _______ .. _ 4 $600 a nd m or e __ ______ ______ _____ _________________ 4' 
Total ranches _____ ____________ _______ ______ ___ __ 22 
N um.ber of Breeding Cows 
32 
32 
18 
18 
100 
-1,206 
- 243 
318 
1,360 
- 153 
Most of the beef ranches were ~mall as compared to the 
large-scale cattle ranches .of the west. Half of them had 40 or 
fewer breeding cows, and the average of this group was only 28. 
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The average labor income was minus $381 (table 72). The half 
of the ranches with more than 40 breeding cows, an average 
of 94, had a labor income of $69. Although the difference' is 
not great, it indicates that the tendency is for the larger units 
to be! the more profitable. In the smaller sized group, 8 of the 
11 ranches, or 73 percent, had a minus labor income while in 
the larger sized group 6 of the 11 ranches, or 55 percent, had 
minus labor incomes. 
Table 72 - Relation of number' of beef cows per farm to various factors 
on beef cattle ranches, 1935 
ltelD 
Number of ranches ________________________ ___ ________ __ ____ ._. 
Averag'e number of b eef cows per ranch ___ _ Percent calf crop ___________ ___ ____ . __ . ________ . ___ ___ _________ _ _ 
Percent death loss of beef cows ___ ________________ _ 
Man-work-units per man ________ .... _ .. _ .. _: ___ . ____ _ _ 
Labor income _. ___ _____ .... _____ __ _____ ... ____ ... ____ . ___ ___ . ____ _ 
Number farms with minus labor income .... 
Ave.'age per ranch for ranches with: 
40 or less 
beef cows 
11 
28 
36 
3.5 
187 
-$381 
8 
41 or lDore 
beef cows 
11 
94 
61 
7 
319 
$ 69 
6 
The percentage of calf crop on the ranches with more than 
40 breeding cows averaged 61 as compared to 36 on the ranches 
with 40 or less beef cows. However, the death loss of cows 
was greater on the larger units. Why the calf crop and death 
loss should be highest on the largest units, is not clear. It prob-
ably is a matter of management, the adequate measurement 
of which is not available. 
The man-work-units performed per man on the larger 
ranches averaged 319 while on the other ranches it was only 187. 
Crop Yields 
Apparently crop yields were more important than size of 
the beef enterprise in determining financial success, although 
the data indicate that there is some relation between the 
number of beef cows and the crop-yield index (table 73). This 
Table 73 - Relation of crop yields> to labor income and other factors 
on beef ranches in Uinta Basin, 1935 
ltelD 
Number of ranches . ____ .. _ .. ___ .. _ ... ___________ ..... ________ _ 
Average crop index . __ . _______ ______ .. __ __ . ______________ __ _ 
Number of beef cows _ .. _____ . ____ ______ .... ____ . ________ . 
Percent calf crop _____ . __ __ . __________________________________ _ __ 
Labor income . ___ ______ __ ____ . __ .. ___ ___ ______ . __ ... _______ . _____ _ 
Percent of ranches with minus labor income __ __ ___ ._. ____ . __ . _________________ ______ _____ _ 
Average per rnnch for ranches with 
crop index of: 
LeSN than 7'5 More than 75 
10 
47 
49 
44 
-$706 
90 
12 
98 
71 
61 
$303 
42 
relationship is not to be interpreted as being necessarily causal, 
but in so far as it exists the combined effect is reflected in the 
labor income. 
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Those ranches with a crop index of more than 75 had an 
average labor income of $303, while the other group had an 
average labor income of minus $706. Of the 10 lowest yielding 
ranches, 9 had a minus labor income. In the. highest yielding 
group, 5 out of 12, or 42 percent, had minus labor incomes. 
The calf crop on the low yielding ranches was only 44 per-
cent while on the higher yielding group the average was 61 
percent. The better . yields may have had an effect in produc-
ing a larger calf crop in that it might indicate more feed for 
the breeding cows, or the relationship may result from better 
management on the part of the operator. 
Appreciation Per Beef Unit 
A factor called the appreciation per beef unit was calculated 
for each beef ranch. This factor is the total increase in value 
of the beef herd during the year, divided by the number of 
animal units in beef cattle at the beginning of · the year, plus 
the animal units purchased, if any, adjusted to a yearlong base. 
It reflects the combined influence upon labor income or financial 
success of the farm of calf crop, death loss, and the increased 
value due to growth and maturity of the cattle. 
The average labor income for the ranches on which the 
appreciation per beef unit was less than $11.50 was minus $658, 
while on those ranches with an appreciation of more than $11.50 
per beef unit the labor income was $446 (table 74). 
Table 74 - RelatioIlj of appreciation per beef unit to labor income 
and other factors on beef ranches, 1935 
Iteln 
Number of ranch es ..... _ . . ___ .___________ ___ ___ ____ __ ... _____ _ 
Averag-e appreciation .. __ ____ .... ____ . ___ ____ .. _. ______ .. __ 
P ercent calf crop .. __ .. __ ._ .. _ .. . _. __ ____ _ .. ______ _____ ___ ___ ___ _ 
Percent d eath loss .. _. ___ . ___ __________ . __ ______ . __ . __ .__ ____ _ 
L a bor in come _ .... __ .. __ ... ___ .____ ____ . __ ._. __ .. _. _____ ._ .. _. ___ _ 
Pe r cen t ran ch es h aving- m inus labo r incom e .... _. ____ ._. ____ __ ___ ._. __ . _______ _ ._ .. _______ _ 
A vernge per furln for rnnches huving 
nppr e c intion per beef unit of: 
L e s s tl1un More thun 
$11.50 ,11.rw 
12 10 
$8.19 $2 0.56 
36 67 
3.7 4. 9 
--$65 8 $446 
83 40 
Of the 12 farms in the low appreciation group, 10, or 83 
percent, had minus labor incomes, compared to 4 out of 10, or 
40 percent in the other group. 
Labor Efficiency 
The efficiency with which man labor was used also had 
some effect upon the financial success of the farm (table 75). 
The man-work-units per man varied greatly, the lowest per-
forming only 104 and the highest 476. Of the 8 operators 
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who had plus labor incomes, .7 were in the group which had 
better than 'average labor efficiency. The average labor in-
come for the group having better than average labor efficiency 
was $255, while for the less efficient half the labor income was 
a minus $567. 
Table 75 - Relation between labor efficiency and labor income 
on beef ranches, 1935 
IteJn 
Ranches having JUan-work-unlts 
per man of: 
Less than 215 More than 215 . 
Numb er of ranch es .......... ............... ............. .' .... . 
L a bor income p er ran ch .......... . .... . ................ . 
Number h a v in g a minus la b or income ....... . 
11 
-$567 
10 
11 
$255 
4 
Effect of Having Several Factors Be~ter Than Average 
There are many factors that affect the labor income of 
beef ranches. Some of these are under the control of the 
operator; some can be measured an,d some can not. Data in 
the preceding tables indicate that the ranches on which one 
of these factors is better than average have a better chance 
for financial success. With the increase in the number of 
better than average factors for the individual ranch, there 
is a corresponding increase in the possibility for success 
(table 76). 
Table 76 - Effect upon labor income of having various factors better 
than average on beef ranches, 1935 
NUJnber 
F:actors better than average of 
ranches 
Size * ............ ............ .... ................................ ........ 11 
S ize a nd crop yields'! ....... ... ...... ..................... 7 
S ize , crop y ie lds, and a p preciation 
per beef u n i t:\: ............ ........ ............ ......... . 
S ize, c r op y ie lds , a p preciation p 'e r 
beef uni t, a nd l a b or effici en cy §.......... 4 
*More tha n 375 man-work-units. 
t Crop index of 75 or m or e . 
:\: $11.50 or more . 
§Mor e t h a n 215 man- wor k -un its p er m a n. 
Percentage 
of ranches 
with 111.Inus 
labor IncoJne 
64 
43 
40 
25 
Labor 
IncoJne 
In 
dollars 
-184 
329 
784 
1,003 
The average labor income for the half of the ranches that 
were above average in size was minus $184, with 7 out of 11, 
or 64 percent, a minus labor income. Those ranches that in 
addition had better than average crop yields had an average 
labor income of $329 with 3 out of 7, or 43 percent, a minus 
quantity. Those ranches that in addition to being larger than 
average in size, having higher than average crop yields, and 
having also larger than average appreciation per beef unit, 
had a labor income of $784, with 2 out of 5, or 40 percent, 
having a minus labor income. Those ranches that had, in 
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addition to the 3 factors mentioned, labor efficiency better than 
average had the largest labor incomes of all with $1,003 each. 
In this group 1 out of 4, or 25 percent, had a minus labor income. 
FACTORS AFFE,CTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS 
OF SHEEP RANCHES 
Variation in Labor Incomes 
The extent of the variation in labor incomes was greater 
for the sheep ranches than for any other type of farm. The 
largest plus labor incomes and the largest minus labor incomes 
occurred in this type. However, the average was: higher than 
for any other type. The average labor income of the 26 per-
cent of the ranches that had the highest labor incomes was 
$3,028 (table 77). There were 2 farms that had labor incomes 
of minus $2,000 and less. Sheep ranches were on the average 
larger than any other type, and the chances for large profits 
or losses are much greater. Greater managerial ability is also 
needed to make profits. 
T'able 77 - Distribution of labor income on sheep ranehes, 1935 
Lubor incoJUe N UJllber of PerceJltage of Average labor recor(ls total records iJlcoJUe in dollars 
-$2,000 and l ess ... ...... __ .... __ ._ ........... . 
$0 to -$1,999 ........... _ ... _ ............ __ ....... . 
$1 to $1,999 ... _ .. .... _. __ .. ... .. _. _ .............. ... . 
$2, 000 a nd more ... _ .. _ ... ..... _ ... _. __ _ .. _ ...... _ 
Total ... ... ..... ..... _! •••• •• • _ • ••••••• _ •••• _ • •• ••••• ••• ••• 
Number of Breeding Ewes 
2 
8 
7 
6 
23 
9 
35 
30 
26 
1.00 
-3,446 
- 732 
1,111 
3,028 
576 
Of the measurable factors that affect the financial success 
of sheep ranches there are 3 that stand out prominently. They 
are: (1) the number of breeding ewes, (2) the percent lamb 
crop, and (3) the percent death loss of ewes. 
Table 78 - Relation of number of ewes per ranch to labor income 
and other factors on sheep ranches, 1935 
IteJU 
Number of r a nches .............. _ ....... ......... . _ .... _ ..... . 
Average number of ewes p er r a n ch ._ ....... __ . 
Average percent lamb crop .................. _ ........ _ 
Average percent death loss of ewes ... .... _ ... . 
Average p ercent dea.th loss of lambs ......... . 
Average man-work-units per man .......... ..... . 
Labor income p er ranch ._ ... _ ....... ...... __ ........ _, ... . 
P ercent of ranches with minus 
l a bor income .. _ ........ ...................... _ .. ....... _ ... . 
Ranches having 
less than 
1.000 ewes 
11 
585 
60 
8 
16 
240 
-$82 
64 
Ranches having 
1.000 or 
JUore ewes 
12 
1,619 
72 
12 
6 
262 
$1,175 
25 
The average labor income for the half of the sheep oper-
ators with the larger flocks was $1,175 while for the half with 
the smaller flocks it was minus $82 (table 78). The larger sized 
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flocks had a lamb crop of 72 percent as compared to 60 per-
cent for the smaller flocks. However, they also had a death 
loss of 12 percent of their ewes as compared to 8 percent 
on the smaller flocks. There was considerable variation in 
the death rate loss, the range being from 1 to 40 percent. 
Labor was used more efficiently on the ranches with the larger 
number of sheep. 
Although on the average the larger sized sheep ranches 
were the more successful, size alone does not insure success. 
Three of the larger ranches had a minus labor income. These 
losses on the average were much larger than the average losses 
of the 7 small ranches that had minus labor incomes. 
Percentage Lamb Crop 
The percentage lamb crop on sheep ranches was even more 
important than the size of the sheep enterprise in affecting 
financial success. The average labor incom~ on the ranches 
with a lamb cr op in excess of 70 percent was $1,753, while on 
those ranches with a lamb crop of less than 70 percent the 
labor income was minus $507 (table 79). The ranches with the 
higher lamb crop had an average of 1,314 ewes as compared 
to 950 for those with the smaller lamb crop. The death loss 
of ewes was 7.3 percent on the ranches with the higher lamb 
crop and 16.3 percent on ranches with less than 70 percent 
lamb crop. These factors also tend to increase the disparity 
in the labor incomes of the 2 groups. There was not much 
difference in labor efficiency. 
Table 79 - Relation of percent lamb crop to labor income 
and other f actors on sheep ranches, 1935 
Item 
Number of r a n ches __ __ __________ ___ _______ __ ___ __ __ ___ ____ ___ _ 
A v e r a ge n u mb e r o f e w es p e r ranch __ . ________ __ _ 
Average p er cen t l a mb cro p ____ ___ ____ ______ ___ __ _____ _ 
Average p e r cent d eath loss of ewes ___ _____ ___ _ 
Average percen t d eath loss of la m bs ____ ____ _ _ 
Ma n -work-units p e r m a n ____ ____ . __ ___ ____ _______ ____ __ _ 
Lab or income p e r r a n ch _____ ____ __ ___ ___ . ______ __ ___ ____ _ 
Numbe r of farms w i th minus la bor income 
Ranche with 
lamb crop of 
less than 
70 percent 
12 
950 
57 
16.3 
14.7 
258 
-$507 
8 
Ranches wltlt 
lamb crop of 
70 percent 
or more 
11 
1,314 
80 
7.3 
4.7 
254 
$1,753 
2 
Of the 11 ranches with a lamb crop in excess of 70 per-
cent, 2 had minus labor incomes, while of the 12 ranches with 
less than a 70 percent lamb crop, 8 had minus labor incomes. 
Death Loss of Ewes 
The ranches with death loss of ewes of 8 percent or less 
had an average labor income of $1,129 as compared to minus 
$24 for ranches with a higher death loss of ewes (table 80). 
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Death loss as used here includes all ewes unaccounted for, 
whether died, strayed, stolen, killed by predatory animals, or 
missing by reason of other causes. The average- number of 
ewes in each group was approximately the same. The percent 
lamb crop decreased as the percent death loss of ewes in-
creased. The lamb crop from the· flocks with the smaller death 
loss was 78 percent as compared to 60 percent where the death 
loss of ewes was 9 percent or more. The death loss of lambs 
was also larger in the flocks with the higher death loss of ewes. 
Table 80 - Relation of percent death loss of ewes to labor income 
and other factors on sheep ranches, 1935 
IteDl 
Number of ranches ........................................... . 
Average number of ewes ............................. .. . 
Averag'e p ercent d eath loss of ewes ........... . 
Average percent death l oss of lambs .. ....... . 
Average p ercent lamb crop ........................... . 
L a bor income .. ..... _ ..................... .................. ..... . 
Farms with minus labor income .......... ..... .. . 
Death loss of ewes 
8 percent 
or less 
12 
1,128 ' 
5.9 
6.2 
77 .6 
$1,129 
5 
9 perceut 
or DlOJ.'e 
11 
1,120 
17.0 
11.7 
59.7 
-$24 
5 
Not all farms with a low death loss had ·a positive labor 
income. Of the 12 ranches, 5 hadJ minus labor incomes as 
compared to 5 out of 11 for the ranches with the higher death 
loss. The average of the losses, however, was much smaller 
on the ranches with the low death loss. 
Labor Efficiency. 
Another factor affecting the financial success of sheep 
ranches is labor efficiency. The efficiency with which labor 
was used was measured by the number of productive man-work-
units of work performed by each farm laborer during the year. 
On those ranches where more than 250 man-work-units of labor 
was accomplished per laborer the labor income was $1,174 
(table 81). The group of ranches with labor efficiency less 
than 250 man-work-units per man had a labor income of 
minus $80. 
The ranches with the higher labor efficiency were slightly 
larger than the others as measured by total productive man-
work-units. The fact that the laborers on the one group of 
ranches performed more labor than those on the other appar-
ently did not lessen the quality of work as the lamb crop was 
larger and the percentage death loss of lambs was less, although 
the death loss of ewes was slightly larger. It is probable that 
the managers who achieved better than average efficiency in 
the use of their labor were also better than! average in the 
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management o.f the o.ther phases o.f their businesses and that 
the higher financial returns are no.t entirely fro.m savings 
in the use o.f labO'r. 
Table 81 - Relation of labor efficiency to labor income and 
other factors on sheep ranches, 1935 
Item 
Number of ranches ........... __ __ .__ ._ . __ _ ._______ ._. ____ __ _ .. 
Average man-work-units per man _________ . ___ _ 
Average man-work-units per ranch ._. ____ __ _ 
Percent lamb crop . ___ . ______ ._____ ____ .________ ___ _ ... ___ _ .__ _ 
Percent death loss of ewes ____ . _____ . ___ __ ____ .. _. __ _ _ 
P ercent death loss of lambs __ _ .. ________ __ ___ ._ .... _. 
Percent total man-work-units on sheep ___ _ 
Labor income per ranch _____ __ . ___ ___ . __ ___ ____ . ________ _ 
Percent: of farms with minus labor income . __ .. _____ _ ._ . _____ ___ . __ ____ ... _._. ____ .. _____ _ 
Ranches with luan-work-units 
per nlan of: 
250 and less 
11 
209 
853 
65_9 
9_7 
9_3 
71 
-$80 
55 
More than 250 
12 
308 
978 
71.9 
12_7 
7_8 
67 
$1,174 
33 
Amount of Supplementary Feeding 
Ano.ther facto.r that seems to. have so.me effect UPo.n finan-
cial success is the amo.unt o.f feed fed to' the flo.cks in additio.n 
to. grazing. This relatio.nship was no.t pro.no.unced in 1935. 
It will vary acco.rding to. changes in the price o.f feedstuffs and 
o.f lamb, mutton, and Wo.o.l, and also. acco.rding to. the climatic 
co.nditio.ns which vary frDm year to. year. 
All feeds fed were co.nverted to. alfalfa-hay equivalent o.n 
tne basis Df feeding value. The averages of a number o.f 
facto.rs are given separately in table 82, fo.r the ranches that 
fed less than 154 Po.unds o.f alfalfa hay equivalent and fo.r 
tho.se that fed mo.re than 154 pounds. The gro.up o.f ranches 
do.ing the lesser feeding had the larger number of ewes but 
the gro.up that did mo.re feeding had the larger labo.r inco.me. 
Table 82 - Relation of amount of feed fed per sheep to 
various factors· on sheep ranches, 1935 
Item 
Number of ranches _____ . __ ____ __ . __ . _____ __ .__ ___ _ .___ __ . __ _ 
Average pounds of alfalfa equivalent fed 
Average number of ewes per ranch ___ ___ ___ ___ ._ 
Average percent lamb crop ____ ___________ __ ___ ____ . __ _ 
A. verage percen t death loss of ewes __________ _ _ 
Average percent death loss of lambs _____ ____ _ 
Man-work-units per man ____ __ _______ ___ ______ ____ ___ __ _ 
Labor income ___ ______ ___ ____ ________ __ .__ ___ ._. __ _____ __ __ _____ __ _ 
Number of farms with minus labor income 
Alfalfa hay equivalent per sheep 
Ranches feeding 
less than 154 
pounds 
12 
82 
1,435 
66 
14 
9 
265 
$443 
5 
Ranches feeding 
more than 154 
pounds 
11 
274 
786 
75 
7 
8 
237 
$716 
5 
They had an averag~ labo.r inco.me o.f $716 as co.mpared to. 
$443 fo.r the o.ther gro.up. The larger amo.unt o.f feeding re-
sulted in a higher lamb cro.P and a lo.wer death lo.SS o.f ewes. 
In· 1935 the higher lamb crDp and the lo.wer lo.SS o.f ewes appar-
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ently Was more than sufficient to pay: for the additional feed and 
the labor required to do the feeding. 
Effect of Having Several Factors Better Than Average 
In the preceding tables. data have been presented which 
show that the ranches which had a given production factor 
better than average had as a rule, labor incomes considerably 
above average. In table 83 is presented data showing the 
average labor income for those ranches having more than one 
factor above average. Inasmuch as the number of ranches in 
the sample is limited, the data may not be interpreted as being 
absolutely conclusive, but it is at least indicative. 
Table 83 - Combined effect upon labor income of factors better 
than average for sheep ranches, 1935 
Factors better than average 
Size* .......... ............................................. ................ . 
Size and lamb cropt _ ......................................... . 
Size, lamb crop and death loss of ewes:!: .. . . 
Size, lamb crop, death loss of ewes, 
and labor efficiency§ ......... ...................... . 
*More than 1,003 ewes. 
'tMore than 70 percent. 
:j:L ess than 9 perc en t. 
§More than 250 man-work-units per man. 
Number of 
farms 
12 
8 
6 
4 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS 
OF PART-TIME FARMS 
Labor income 
in dollars 
1,175 
2,439 
2,605 
3,206 
The farm labor income on 82 percent of the part-time 
farms was a minus figure (table 84). However, not many had 
large minus labor incomes because the farm businesses were 
too small to incur large losses. The average labor income for 
the 18 percent of the farms that had plus labor incomes was 
only $112. Even the farms that were profitable were too small 
to make large profits. Not only were the part-time farms small 
Table 84-Distribution of the farm labor incomes on part-time farms., 1935 
Labor income NUJuber of Percentage of Average labor 
-$300 a nd less ................ ....... ............ . 
-$150 to -$299 ................................. . 
$0 to -$149 .......... ............. ... .......... . _ .. . . 
$1 and more ....................... , ................ . . 
Total farms .............. .............. ........... .. . 
records all records income in dollars 
17 
18 
15 
11 
61 
28 
36 
24 
18 
100 
- 421 
- 221 
- 90 
112 
-184 
but the crop-yield indexes were the lowest of all farm types 
in both the Reservation Area and Ashley Valley. The low crop 
yields are probably indicative of the care given the crops and 
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also of the average quality of the soil. Many of these farms 
have sufficient acreage for full-time farms but are part-time 
because the.. quality of the soil or water supply is such that they 
would not produce sufficient income to support the operator's 
family. The operator was thus forced to supplement the farm 
income by working away and, consequently, much of the farm 
was left idle. 
A comparison of labor incomes between the part-time and 
full-time farms is not valid as labor income represents for the 
part-time farms the returns for only a part of a year's labor 
of the operator while for the full-time farms it represents in 
nearly all cases the returns for a full year's labor. Inl. the 
case of the part-time farms the income of the operator, while 
working away from the farm was not included in the calculation 
of the I labor incomes. It should also be kept in mind that the 
value of farm privileges was not included as income in the 
calculation 'of labor' income. In many cases farm privileges 
constituted the major value receIved from the part-time farms. 
Farm privileges averaged $222 per farm. This, when added 
to the average labor income of minus $184, left just $38 as 
returns for the work of the part-time operator on the farm. 
The average income to part-time farm operators other 
than from their farms was $279. Most of this was for labor, 
a small part from investments, and from contributions. Even 
with the income from sources unrelated to the farm the total 
income available to the families of part-time farmers was low. 
Part-time farms were similar to general farms in organiza-
tion, and, in the main, the analysis of factors affecting the 
success of general farms is applicable to part-time farms. 
The financial success of part-time farmers (not farms) is 
probably dependent more upon the availability of work away 
from the farm, and the rate of pay for the work done than upon 
any factor connecfed with the farm. " The average income per 
family from ail $O,urces was" only $277 for those farms where 
the income_away' {rpm. th~_ farm was less than $150, while for 
those farms that had incomes away from the farm of $300 or 
more the total family income was $696 (table 85). The major 
difference was in the - amount received away from the farm. 
The group of farms with the smaller non-farm income had the 
largest receipts from the farm and the largest labor income 
from the farm but this did not make up for the smaller receipts 
from other sources. 
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Table 85 - Relation of net income away from farm to 
various factors on part-time farms, 1935 
Average per farnl 
In- Net 
Net inconle Fnrlll Vnlue ter- Vnlue in-Farms LnborFnrm nwny from fnrm on re- lnbor un- est furm come in- paid on privi- nwuy fnrDl ceipts 
c o me lnbor equi- leges from 
ty· fnrmt 
no. mos. $ $ $ $ $ $ 
L ess than $150 _. ______ : ____ _ 21 11 307 - ' 68 20 112 179 34 
$150 to $299 ~ ... -------------- 20 9.4 227 -173 60 114 24 6 227 $300 or more 
-- -- --- ---------
20 6.5 192 - 317 80 103 243 587 
Total fnrnls 
-- --- -- -----------
61 9 .0 243 -184 52 109 222 279 
83 
Totul 
in-
conle 
to 
fanl-
ily* 
$ 
277 
474 
696 
47'8 
·Calculated at 5 percent, considered as an exp ense in the calculation of 
labor inc ome. 
tIncludes n e t income from work of operator away from f a rm, n e t i n come 
from investments, direct relief whether in f ood, c l othing, or oth er form, 
contr ibutions o f relatives, a nd all other sources except the f arm business. 
t The sum of labor income, value unpaid labor, interest on equity, value farm 
privil eges , a nd n e t income away from farm . 
Farm Labor Supply 
Uinta Basin has an adequate supply of farm labor, in fact, 
one of the problems is t o find employment for the available 
farm labor. Farmers in the area are largely ' laborers and their 
income is dependent t o a considerable extent upon the amount 
of productive or remunerative labor that is provided by their 
farm businesses. Many of the farms are too small to keep the 
operator and family labor employed. Each of the farmers from 
whom a farm business record was taken was asked how many 
days he and his regular farm labor worked away from the farm 
during each season of the year 1935, and also how many addi-
tional days they could have worked away without interfering 
in any way with the farm activities had work been available. 
The summarization of the replies f or the farms in the Reser-
vation Area is contained in table 86, and for Ashley Valley in 
table 87. 
Table 86 - Surplus farm laoor in Reservation Area, 1935 
Item Gcnernl 
fn rIll s 
Worked away fl'Olll days 
fnrm-totnl __ ____ _____ _ 72 
Spring ___________________ _ 17 
Summer ____ ______ __ __ .. __ 17 
F a ll __ .. __ ______ __ ___ _____ __ __ 22 
Winte r ______________ __ ______ 16 
Could have worked 
Invuy- total ___ ___ __ __ 149 
Spring ____ __ ________ _____ ___ 32 
Summe r ____ _________ ____ _ 28 
F a ll ____ __ ____ ___ ___ _________ _ 36 
Winter _______________ _______ 53 
'l'otul not Ileeded 
011 farnl __ __ _____ __ _ .... ___ 221 
Labor hired ____ _______ _______ __ 21 
Mixed 
D~liry livestock Beef Sheep 
farnls ranches ranches ranches 
days 
37 
10 
9 
7 
11 
99 
17 
16 
27 
39 
136 
25 
days 
35 
14 
9 
9 
3 
136 
28 
18 
39 
51 
171 
51 
days 
40 
13 
6 
16 
5 
78 
15 
17 
18 
28 
118 
105 
days 
28 
4 
6 
8 
10 
137 
29 
24 
34 
50 
165 
401 
Pnrt-
time 
farlllS 
days 
92 
27 
24 
22 
19 
139 
29 
34 
31 
45 
231 
6 
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Table 87 - Surplus farm labor in Ashley Valley, 1935 
Item General 
farms 
Worked awuy fronl days 
farm-total _____ ___ ____ 61 
Spring ________ __ _____ _____ __ 16 
Summer ___ _______ ____ __ __ 18 
F a ll ______________ ____ ______ __ 15 
Winte r ____ ___ ____ ______ ___ 12 
Could huve worked 
uwuy-totu] __ ____ __ __ 120 
Spring ____ __ ______ ______ ____ 19 
Summe r _____ __ ____ ___ ____ 24 
F a ll ________ _______ _______ __ __ 25 
W inte r _______ __________ ___ 52 
Tota] not needed 
on farm ___ ___ __________ __ 181 
L a bor hired ____ __ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ 28 
Mixed 
Dairy livestock Beef Sheep 
farms ranches ranches ranches 
days 
56 
12 
14 
14 
16 
'1'1 
12 
8 
21 
36 
133 
8 
days 
'1 
7 
'12 
8 
17 
47 
'19 
145 
days 
3 
22 
10 
12 
212 
days 
2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
'1 
718 
Part-
time 
farms 
days 
49 
16 
12 
13 
8 
91 
24 
20 
21 
26 
140 
5 
The average farm in the Reservation Area had almost 200 
days of man labor that was not needed on the farm. General 
and part-time farms had more than 200 days. On the average 
about on~third of this time was used in working away while 
two-thirds or about 132 days of man labor was idle. Even the 
sheep ranches had an average of 165 days of surplus farm labor. 
Most of this surplus labor, however, was on the few ranches 
with small flocks of sheep. On the average the amount of labor 
hired on sheep ranches much more than offset the surplus labor 
per ranch. 
Surplus labor was not to any large extent a result of 
the seasonal demand for farm labor as there was a surplus in 
each of the four seasons; however, it -was largest in winter. 
The situation on the farms in Ashley Valley was similar 
but with a somewhat smaller surplus of labor for every type 
of farm. The-surplus on the specialized beef and sheep ranches 
was small. 
The number of days farm labor worked away does not 
include exchange labor, but does include time spent in working 
out water tax assessments or other similar work. 
On the specialized livestock ranches the average amount of 
surplus labor was offset, at least in part, by the amount of 
labor hired. All the specialized livestock ranches in Ashley 
Valley hired much more labor than the amount of the surplus 
farm labor. The same was true of the sheep ranches in the 
Reservation Area. 
A considerable part of the time worked away from the 
farm, particularly for general and part-time farms, was on 
relief projects. This kind of work may not be available in 
normal times. 
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The number of days worked away from the farm and the 
number of days that could have been worked away are for the 
farm operator and the male children of the family more than 16 
years of age whose principal job was working on the farm. 
Other sons, even though more than 16 years of age and unem-
ployed, were not included if they were not employed regularly 
on the farm. The time of sons in school or of any laborer 
who was for any reason incapacitated for farm work was · not 
included. 
In addition to the surplus of labor on the farms there 
is a considerable amount of other farm labor in the basin. 
These people, classified by the census as the rural non-farnl 
population, depend upon such farm and road work as they can 
get to make a living. The 1930 census reports 2,277 farm fam-
ilies and 1,434 rural non-farm families. Inasmuch as the basin 
is largely agricultural the male laborers of several hundred of 
these families must be available for farm labor. A study of 
the relief data indicates that a large portion of these were 
employed so little that they were dependent upon relief for 
the support of their families. 
Overabundance of farm labor is definitely one of the prob-
lems of the area. Many of the farm laborers must either move 
to other areas where labor is available, or new farms or indus-
tries must be developed in the basin to provide employment for 
them. Otherwise, idleness, a low living standard, poverty, and 
a wide-spread and permanent relief system must be maintained. 
The development of new avenues of employment on any large 
scale does not at this time appear probable or practical. 
SUMMARY 
1. The Uinta Basin comprising the counties of Duchesne 
and Uintah is located in the northeastern part of Utah (fig. 1, 
p. 6). 
2. Before there were any white settlers in the basin a 
large part of it was included in an Indian Reservation. Since 
then the Reservation Area has been greatly reduced, and today 
many white-owned lands are interspersed with Indian allot-
ments (p. 7). 
3. The topography of the basin varies from rolling to 
rough and mountainous. (p. 7). 
4. The precipitation of the basin floor averages about 8 
inches so that irrigation is necessary for successful crop pro-
duction. The average length of growing season is slightly more 
than 100 days. (p. 8). 
5. The major part of the cultivated land is either poorly 
drained, saline, rocky, or infertile. (p. 8). 
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6. The supply of irrigation water is inadequate for the 
amount of land cultivated. In the Reservation Area the better 
water rights belong to the Indians. (p. 9). 
7. The Uinta Basin is dependent upon highway transpor-
tation for intercourse with outside areas. (p. 10). 
8. The chief markets or shipping points for basin prod-
ucts are Salt Lake City, Utah and Craig, Colorado. (p. 10). 
9. Arable and grazing lands and irrigation water are the 
basin's chief resources. Some minerals are present in consid-
erable quantities, but it is not economically feasible to work 
most of them on a commercial basis at the present time. (p. 11). 
10. According to. the available standards the social and 
economic conditions in the basin are considerably below the 
average of the state. (p. 12). 
11. Of the 4,838,400 acres of land in the basin about 20 
percent was under private ownership, 8 percent belonged to 
the Indians, 40 percent was public domain, and 21 percent 
was in the national forest. The balance belonged to the counties 
and the state. Only about 2 percent of the land area was 
cropped in 1929. (table 4, p. 14). 
12. For the grazing year 1937, permits were issued for 
stock grazing on the national forest, public domain, and Indian 
grazing lands amounting to about 350,000 animal-unit-months. 
This was a great reduction over what was obtained in earlier 
years and was largely on public domain and Indian grazing lands. 
(table 5, p. 16). 
13. Of the total animal-unit-months of grazing for which 
permits were issued for 1937, 77 percent were to stockmen living 
in the Uinta Basin, 19 percent to stockmen living elsewhere in 
Utah, and 4 percent to stockmen living outside the state. Some 
of the stockmen who live outside the basin own and operate 
property in the basin. (table 8, p. 17). 
14. Of the total permits issued for 1937, 59 percent were 
for winter grazing, 31 percent for summer grazing, and the 
balance, 10 percent, for spring-fall grazing. (table 9, p. 18). 
15. The average size of grazing permit for cattle was 104 
head on the public domain and 31 head on the national forest. 
The average size for sheep was 1,551 head on the public domain 
and 819 head on the national forest. (table 10, p. 18). 
16. The total number of cattle permits on the national 
forest was 287 of which more than 80 percent was for less 
than 50 head; no individual permit was for as many as 200 head. 
The total number on the public domain was 130 of which 41 per-
cent was for less than 50 head and 17 percent for more than 
200 head. (table 11, p. 18). 
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17. The number o.f permits fo.r sheep o.n the natio.nal fo.rest 
was 109 of which 50 percent was for less than 750 head; no. 
permit was fo.r as many as 2,250 head. Fo.r grazing sheep o.n 
the public domain there were 132 permits, 28 percent of which 
was fo.r less than 750 head and 21 percent was fo.r mo.re than 
2,250 head. (table 12, p. 19). 
18. In 1935 the to.tal precipitation in the basin was just a 
little belo.w the average o.f the past 30 o.r mo.re years. The to.tal 
stream flo.W was near no.rmal. (table 13, p. 20). 
19. In 1935, Utah prices o.f the majo.r farm pro.ducts pro.-
duced in the Uinta Basin were fro.m 10 to. 20 percent abo.ve. the 
average o.f 1910-14. Ho.wever, the purchasing Po.wer o.f the far-
mers' do.llar was 10 to. 15 percent belo.w the average o.f 1910-14. 
(tables 14 and 15, p. 21). 
Fo.r the purpo.se o.f analysis the farm business reco.rds were 
classified and gro.uped acco.rding to the type o.f farming repre-
sented. The fo.IIo.wing 6 types were represented: general farms, 
dairy farms, mixed livesto.ck ranches, beef ranches, sheep 
ranches, and part-time farms. The basin was also. divided into 
two. areas fo.r study, the Reservatio.n Area includes all territory 
within the Uinta Special Meridian and the area that is imme-
diately co.ntiguo.us o.n the east. The area referred to. as Ashley 
Valley includes no.t o.nly Ashley Valley, but also l so.me small 
o.utlying areas. 
20. Of the 388 farms included in the study, 19 percent 
were classified as range livesto.ck ranches. The o.thers were:" 
general farms 50 percent, dairy farms 15 percent, and part-
time farms 16 percent. The dairy and part-time farms were 
similar in many ways to the general farms. (table 16, p. 27). 
21. Fo.r general farms in the Reservatio.n Area, the aver-
age cro.Pped area was 52 acres per farm and the area o.f 
idle cro.pland was 31 acres. In Ashley Valley fo.r the same type 
o.f farms, the average was 50 acres o.f cro.Pped land and 10 
acres o.f idle cro.pland. The range livesto.ck ranches had larger 
acreages per farm, while the part-time farms had o.nly about 
15 acres o.f cro.Ps. (table 17, p. 28 and table 33, p. 39). 
22. The sheep ranches had by far the mo.st livesto.ck with 
an average o.f abo.ut 286 animal units. The general and part-
time farms had fewer than 20 animal units per farm. (table 
19, p. 29 and table 35: p. 40). 
23. The total capital invested per farm in general farms 
was $4,980 in the Reservatio.n Area and $7,678 in Ashley Valley. 
This was the smallest capItal fo.r any full-time type o.f farm. 
The sheep ranches had the largest capital with $24,766 in 
the Reservatio.n Area and $32,676 in Ashley Valley. (table 20, 
p. 29 and table 36, p. 40). 
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24. The average indebtedness of the general ·farmers in 
the Reservation Area was $978 and in Ashley Valley $1,219. 
Sheep ranchers in the Reservation Area had an average debt 
of $3,660 and in the Ashley Valley $6,502. (table 22, p. 30 and 
table 38, p. 41). 
25. In the Reservation Area, about two-thirds of the 
cropped acreage was in alfalfa. In Ashley Valley slightly more 
than 50 percent was in alfalfa. Wheat, oats, .barley, and corn were 
the other principal crops grown. (table 24, p. 31 and table 40, 
p. 4"3). 
26. In the Reservation Area the average yield of alfalfa 
hay was about 1.3 tons per acre while in Ashley Valley it 
was from 2 to 2.5 tons. The average crop yield index of all 
crops in the Reservation Area was just a little more than 50 and 
in Ashley Valley just a little less than 100 when the average 
state yields of 1926-31 are considered as 100. (table 25, p. 32 
and table 41, p. 43). 
27. The total farm receipts for general farms in the 
Reservation Area were $759 per farm. For similar farms in 
Ashley Valley they were $1,080. The total receipts from sheep 
ranches averaged about $6,000. The other range livestock farms 
averaged about $1,500 in" the Reservation Area and $3,000 in 
Ashley Valley. (table 26, p. 33 and table 42, p. 44). 
28. The return from capital and operators' labor (the dif-
ference between total receipts and total expenses when interest 
and the value of the operator's labor are not considered as 
expenses) per farm, in the Reservation Area ranged from $94 
for general farms to $2,078 for sheep ranches. This item 
was less than $500 for every type except sheep ranches. In 
Ashley Valley the range was from $390 for general farms to 
$1,922 for sheep ranches. The other range livestock ranches 
averaged more than $1,500. (table 31, p. 36 and table 47, p. 46). 
29. The labor income (return from operator's labor only) 
for r: heep ranches in the Reservation Area averaged $840 per 
ranch. For all other farm types it was a minus quantity. In 
Ashley Valley the range in labor income for full-time farms was 
from $6 for general farms to $963 for mixed livestock farms. 
(table 31, p~ 36 and table 47, p. 46). 
30. In addition to the labor income the farm operator 
had a house in which to live and farm produce for use in his 
household. The value of these ranged from less than $250 
for part-time farms to nearly $500 for the range livestock 
ranches. (table 31, p. 36 and table 47, p. 46). 
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The basin was also divided into 12 subareas on the basis 
of soil and water conditions. The farm-business records of the 
farm, regardless of type, were analyzed for each subarea 
separately. 
31. Among the subareas the -crop-yield index ranged from 
41 to 112. The average labor income varied from minus $446 to 
$798. (tables 5,! to -60, -p .. 54 t~ __ ~3). 
32. The important factors affecting the financial success 
of farms in the Uinta Basin apparently are: (a) type of tarm-
ing, (b) rates of production, including crop yields, percent lamb 
crop, percent calf crop, wool per she~p, and pounds butterfat 
per cow, (c) death loss of livestock, (d) size of farm business 
and (e) efficiency jn the qse of tna:q-labor. The most success-
ful farms were better than average in several of these factors. 
(p. 64-83). - -
33. The average farm in the Reservation Area had almost 
200 man-days of labor available that were not needed on the 
farm. The general and dairy farms 'in Ashley; Valiey had almost 
as much. (table 86, -p. 83 and-tanle 87, p. 84) :: 
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